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MAJOR PROFESSOR: Dr. Krassimira Charkova 
 
With increasing opportunities to study abroad, learning to read in a foreign language 
has become increasingly important for countless second language learners. International 
students in pursuit of higher education degrees are required and expected to read in the target 
language at the same level of fluency and comprehension as their native-speaking 
counterparts. The number of international students studying in Arabic higher education 
institutions has followed the general ascending trend. For these second language speakers of 
Arabic, good reading skills in Arabic are essential for their academic success.  
Since the use of reading strategies is an important component of first and second 
language reading, this study aimed to investigate the use of reading strategies by native and 
non-native speakers of Arabic when reading academic materials in Arabic. In addition, it 
aimed to explore possible differences in the use of reading strategies between these two 
groups. For this purpose, a total of 305 students participated in the study. A survey composed 
of 30 items was administered to 222 non-native speakers of Arabic, and the same survey with 
28 items was administered to 83 native speakers of Arabic. The survey included demographic 
questions adapted from Mokhtari and Sheorey (2008) and employed the questionnaire SORS 
used by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002). These 30 items belonged to three strategy subscales: 
Global, Problem-solving, and Support strategies. 
To analyze the collected data, descriptive statistics and multiple independent t-tests 
were performed. In addition, an analysis was performed to find the most and least used 
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reading strategies by both groups as well as possible differences between them in terms of 
reading strategy use. 
Problem-solving strategies were the most frequently used by both groups with a 
slightly higher use by the non-native speakers. Regarding the other two types, the native and 
non-native speakers showed different preferences. Specifically, Support strategies were the 
second most favored type among the non-native speakers, whereas for the native speakers, 
the second most frequently used type were Global strategies. However, even though Global 
strategies were the least used among non-native speakers, the non-native speakers’ mean 
score on Global strategies use was higher than the native speaker score of use.  
 Overall, the similarities and differences in the use of reading strategies by native and 
non-native speakers of Arabic deserve attention because they carry implications for both 
reading research and pedagogy. These empirical findings can be used by Education policy 
makers to create training courses and workshops that will help students improve their reading 
skills in general and reading strategies in particular. This study also suggests that there is a 
need for further research that will examine how the use of reading strategies is related to the 
academic performance of native and non-native speakers. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
As the world becomes more interconnected, our need to interact with each other 
grows. The main tool for such interaction is human language, which varies from one place to 
another. This is one of the main reasons that lead people to learn new languages. In order for 
people to be efficient speakers of a language, they need to develop a high level of proficiency 
in the four language skills, namely listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Reading in a 
second language is an important skill especially for those learners involved in academic study 
(Alderson & Urquhart, 1984; Cheng, 1995; Zints, 1970; Huckin & Bloch, 1993). In fact, a 
well-educated person has to have the ability to read professionally (Mokhtari & Sheorey, 
2008). 
Reading is one of the main tools to gain the information needed to complete 
university course requirements. However, reading in a foreign language is often slower than 
reading in a mother tongue and frequently results in slower comprehension than what is 
expected with L1 readers (Alderson & Urquhart, 1984; Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). For 
teachers, on the other hand, it is essential to be aware of the processes involved in reading 
and how reading can be taught and developed in order to facilitate this task for their L2 
students (Weaver, 2002). 
With increasing opportunities to study abroad, learning to read in a foreign language 
has become a major goal for many students worldwide (Carrell, Devine, & Eskey, 1988). 
Each year, students come to the US from many different countries to complete their higher 
education. When they enroll in American universities, they are asked to read as much as their 
English native speaking counterparts (Cheng, 1995). In the case of Arabic, a lot of L2 
learners of Arabic are in need of better preparation in order to succeed academically before 
they start studying at Arabic universities. However, most of the current approaches consider 
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teaching Arabic to be a matter of subject, not a matter of language skills. Thus, teachers of 
Arabic as a second language should focus more on developing reading skills and awareness 
of reading strategies to help their students’ academic success (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). 
O'Malley and Chamot (1990) defined reading strategies as the mental processes and actions 
that readers consciously use to facilitate their reading comprehension or their conscious 
attempts to watch these comprehension processes. The importance of the consideration of 
those strategies is also reflected among language teachers worldwide involved in preparing 
students to read in a foreign language and take standardized exams. They have started to look 
for ways to improve students’ reading and writing skills (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). 
Recently, there have been two major trends in the field of language learning research. 
The first trend is the interactive processing between top-down and bottom-up, which are 
related to the reader’s background knowledge, and the second is the awareness of reading 
strategies that can be applied in order to comprehend the written text (Bloch, 1986; Carrell et 
al., 1988; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001). One of the ways to help students become more 
efficient readers is to teach them appropriate reading strategies (Carrell, 1989; Sheorey & 
Mokhtari, 2001). Moreover, educators, especially second language teachers, should be aware 
of various approaches that can help their students develop their reading skills to succeed in 
their L2 academic life (Carrell et al., 1988). This study focuses on the use of reading 
strategies by Arabic native and non-native speakers when reading in Arabic as well as the 
differences between both groups in the use of these strategies. Before narrowing the scope of 
the study, it is important to look at some essential concepts related to reading in a first 
language (L1) and in a second language (L2). 
1.1. What is Reading, and Who is the Reader?  
Reading is the cognitive process that happens in our minds while viewing written 
symbols and connecting these symbols to specific meanings (Aebersold & Field, 1997). It is 
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useful here to define what cognition and metacognition mean. According to Smith (2012), 
cognitive knowledge is how people see the world, and metacognitive knowledge is when they 
think about what or how they think, such as when they question whether they know 
something or not.  
Therefore, reading is considered as an interactive process because of the interaction 
between the reader’s thoughts or mind and the language or the text (Carrell et al., 1988). This 
interaction involves enabling knowledge and different skills, such as thinking about the text, 
solving problems, and even evaluating the written information in order to achieve deeper 
understanding (Cheng, 1995; Yamashita, 2013; Zintz, 1970). It also means interpreting 
meanings and making sense of different things or ideas in the world, such as weather and 
signs (Smith, 2012). Studies have found that age is related to development in reading ability; 
for children, reading starts with decoding and gradually develops into comprehension as they 
grow up and reach adulthood (Weaver, 2002).  
Gray (1960) argued that reading is a process that consists of four steps: “perception, 
comprehension, reaction, and integration” (pp. 35-37). Another definition of reading is that 
reading is “a receptive language process” (Carrell et al., 1988, p.12). It is a process that 
begins with a sender, which in this case is the writer, and ends with meaningful ideas the 
receiver or reader extracts from a text. This process has been described as a decoding process 
that starts with recognizing letters at the bottom stage and continues by building meanings 
with phrases and sentences (Carrell et al., 1988). 
Any reader, according to Hatt (1976), should have four qualities, which are “literacy; 
access to reading matter; certain minimum environmental conditions; time to read” (p. 23). 
However, different readers may get different meanings from the same text (Aebersold & 
Field, 1997). The reader’s purpose for reading is to understand the meaning of the written 
materials (Weaver, 2002). For Hatt (1976) reading is motivated by a reader’s needs and 
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specific goals. When a reader reads to acquire particular information in a text, this goal may 
influence the reader to approach the text differently from the way someone else would.  
1.2. Reading Processes and Models 
Reading is a skill that involves different mental processes (Zintz, 1970). Basically, 
when a writer transmits meanings through written symbols, the reader decodes those 
symbols, translating them into meaningful concepts (Carrell et al., 1988). Readers start by 
scanning a text then sending the information to their short-term memory before storing it in 
their long-term memory. This process begins with learning the relationships between sounds 
and their symbols and then building meaningful words by combining sounds. While reading, 
the processing of information is affected by different factors. According to Weaver (2002), 
the readers use their existing knowledge to build meanings. In this sense, readers’ 
background knowledge interacts with the text and participates in the process of making 
meaning especially with unfamiliar words (Smith, 2012). That is why the understanding of 
the same text may vary from reader to reader. 
Generally speaking, there are three well-known theoretical models of reading: 
bottom-up, top-down, and interactive. The bottom-up theory claims that the reader builds up 
meaning by using some linguistic factors in decoding small units, starting from grapheme-
phoneme deciding before moving to syllables and words and then to phrases and sentences. 
Top-down theory, on the other hand, claims that readers employ their background knowledge 
in making predictions about the text, as they sample the text to confirm and disconfirm their 
predictions (Aebersold & Field, 1997). Thus, reading starts with expectations about the text 
and gradually goes down to the linguistic cues (Carver, 1977). The most recent model of 
reading is the interactive model which recognizes that reading is not linear, but rather an 
interactive process during which bottom-up and top-down processing of textual information 
happens simultaneously (Aebersold & Field, 1997). 
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1.3. First and Second Language Reading 
The difference between reading in an L1 and an L2 is not always very clear. From a 
psycholinguistic perspective, there is no sharp distinction between them when one considers 
that both L1 and L2 reading involve interactive processing of textual information (Alderson 
& Urquhart, 1984). However, it has been argued that reading in an L2 is affected by certain 
factors that are not involved in L1 reading. This is because L2 readers in most cases are 
already literate in their L1. When beginning to read in an L2, these readers may be influenced 
by the orthographic differences between their L1 and L2 (Grabe, 1991). For example, some 
researchers have argued that ESL learners of non-alphabetic L1s are less capable of 
processing the constituent letters in English words. This implies that the orthographic and 
other linguistic differences between readers’ L1s and L2s may constitute hurdles on the path 
to becoming fluent readers in a second language (Akamatsu, 2003; Dorgunoglu, Nagy, & 
Hancin-Bhatt, 1993).  
Reading skills transfer was studied by August, Calderon, and Carlo (2002), who 
investigated students who received Spanish reading instruction. They focused on letter 
identification, phonological awareness, and word reading and comprehension. Regarding 
comprehension, this study found that a higher reading comprehension in Spanish was 
positively correlated with a higher reading comprehension in English. As a result, they found 
that participants were able to transfer some of their L1 reading skills to reading in English. 
Most importantly, this could be applied to learners of other languages as well. 
Every day, there is a growing number of people learning their second or third 
language, making use of many different methods in their language learning processes. 
Specifically, it is essential for those who learn new languages for academic purposes to pay 
close attention to the development of reading skills and the use of reading strategies. As a 
result, a number of studies have been conducted in an attempt to identify the impact of 
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reading strategy use on learners’ comprehension or level of proficiency. Most of these studies 
have been done with learners of English as a second language, but only a few studies have 
been conducted with learners of second languages other than English. Alderson and Urquhart 
(1984) explained that reading proficiency in a foreign language may be related to reading 
proficiency in the learner’s first language and background knowledge of the foreign 
language. They also claimed that it could be related to reading skills and the use of reading 
strategies. 
The present study was conceived with the intention of examining the reading 
strategies of second language learners of Arabic and comparing them to the reading strategies 
of Arabic native speakers. By examining learners’ L1 influence on reading strategy use in 
Arabic as a second language, this study tried to provide further insights to the existing body 
of second language reading research. The next chapter offers a review of the empirical 
research related to the focus of this study. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
A substantial number of studies have been conducted to examine second language 
learner reading strategies. To show this study’s place in the larger field, this chapter presents 
a review of the studies most relevant to its main focus, which are organized into two sections. 
It begins with an overview of the concept of L2 reading strategy use by discussing previous 
studies on the same topic. The second half of the chapter discusses the influence of the L1 on 
reading in the L2 through the findings of studies that have examined this phenomenon. The 
chapter ends with a summary of the findings of previous studies. 
2.1. Reading Difficulties: The Case of Dyslexia 
Reading difficulties may be due to a variety of reasons that affect reading 
comprehension. These reasons may be as simple as being challenged by reading when it is 
not the right time to do so (Smith, 2012). A well-known term used to refer to reading 
deficiencies is dyslexia. This term is originally derived from Greek and means the difficulties 
that are associated with reading words (Handler & Fierson, 2011). Moreover, several studies 
indicate that dyslexia could have biological roots resulting from brain damage; however, 
many linguists point out that dyslexia is correlated to phonological awareness and working 
memory (Helland & Kaasa, 2005). As explained by Bryant and Impey (1986), it is mainly 
associated with reading disorders resulting from readers' difficulties in employing 
phonological elements to comprehend written texts. However, they pointed out that there are 
no important differences between normal readers and readers with dyslexia except their 
having to face more difficulties than normal readers. It is important to distinguish this type of 
reading difficulty from other reading problems attributed to hearing and/or visual problems.  
Miller-Guron and Lundberg (2000) investigated the phenomenon of dyslexia by 
comparing reading scores of adult Swedish dyslexic subjects in their native and second 
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language. Subjects were given isolated words as well as texts to read, and phonological 
results showed that scores of dyslexic subjects who preferred to read in English were better 
than those who preferred to read in Swedish. However, both dyslexic groups achieved less 
than normal reading ability in both English and Swedish. Additionally, testing the effect of 
orthography in reading, dyslexic groups showed lower scores than the normal group. The 
study suggested that dyslexia results mainly from a phonological deficit, which could have a 
major effect on reading efficiency in an L1 and L2. 
A question of interest here is whether a specific reading strategy could help students 
with dyslexia to overcome their difficulties. Camahalan (2006) investigated the effects of a 
Metacognitive Reading Program on the reading achievement of a group of students suffering 
from dyslexia. The program consisted of two parts. First, students were helped to improve 
their cognitive abilities in writing and spelling. Second, they were taught to establish their 
metacognitive strategies by developing their writing, spelling, and reading skills. After one 
month of using this strategy, subjects reported significant improvement, achieving better 
reading scores than before the training. The study suggested that dyslexic students may 
improve their reading strategies with more help from their teacher. 
2.2. First Language Influence on Second Language Reading 
To understand first language influences on second language reading, it is important to 
review some previous studies on this topic. Several studies have examined this issue by 
focusing on different linguistic elements, such as orthographic features (Akamatsu, 2003), the 
transfer of reading skills from L1 to L2 (August, Calderon, & Carlo, 2000; O’Malley & 
Chamot, 1990), and the transfer of phonological features of the L1 to word reading in the L2 
(Dorgunoglu, Nagy, & Hancin-Bhatt, 1993). These studies attempted to identify the 
relationship between L1 orthographic features, especially the L1s that share some alphabetic 
orthography, and L2 learners’ reading comprehension. 
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One such study conducted by Akamatsu (2003) examined the effect of L1 
orthographic features on word recognition in L2 reading. Specifically, Akamatsu compared 
fluent ESL readers whose L1s were alphabetic with those whose L1s were non-alphabetic. He 
found that ESL learners with non-alphabetic L1s were less capable in processing the 
constituent letters in English words than those whose L1 had an alphabetic system. The 
results also showed that readers whose L1 had an alphabetic orthography could recognize and 
identify the letter sequences of unfamiliar words. In contrast, readers whose L1 did not have 
an alphabetic orthography were not able to apply the same process. Finally, readers whose L1 
did not have an alphabetic orthography were more affected by case alternation than readers 
with an alphabetic L1 background. 
In an earlier study, Akamatsu (1999) investigated the effects of L1 orthographic 
features on word recognition processing in ESL. He used case alternation to examine the 
results of visually distorted words on ESL learners’ processing. He found that readers whose 
L1 was not alphabetic were more influenced by case alternation than ESL readers whose L1 
was alphabetic. The non-alphabetic ESL readers showed a lack of native-like ability to 
recognize constituent letters in a word (Akamatsu, 1999). 
Another study that found transferable reading-skills from Spanish to English was 
conducted by August, Calderon, and Carlo (2002). They examined the transfer of reading 
skills in word reading, knowledge, and comprehension as well as phonological awareness. 
They found that students who had received Spanish reading instruction could perform 
English letter identification and word reading more successfully than those who had not. 
They also found a significant positive relationship between Spanish reading comprehension 
and English reading comprehension. Furthermore, students who were trained in phonemic 
segmentation in their L1 (Spanish) were more successful in transferring it to English. 
 
 10 
 
2.3. Second Language Reading Strategies 
Most of the studies carried out between the 1970s and 1990s on reading strategies 
focused on the relationship between reading strategy use and reading comprehension. Block 
(1986), for example, examined the comprehension strategies of L2 readers. She reported 
some interesting findings, such as the language background of L2 readers not being related to 
the use of reading strategies. Also, there were no differences between ESL learners’ reading 
strategy use in English and what native speakers of English tended to use. This led Block to 
argue that there was no relationship between the type of reading strategy used and specific 
languages. Her results also showed that there was a correlation between strategy use and the 
ability to learn. Three factors were identified as helpful for understanding and remembering 
academic texts: extensive reading, integration, and personal knowledge. The latter was 
utilized in connecting readers’ life experiences to the text they were reading. In the 
conclusion, Block argued that there are similarities between readers and there are individual 
variations. These differences should lead teachers to pay more attention to the student needs 
before deciding what to teach them. 
In 1988, Barnett examined the awareness of strategy use, its effect on reading 
comprehension, and the usefulness of reading strategies. Two categories of reading strategies 
were identified: 1) text-level (reading a whole passage) and 2) word-level (using context to 
know word meanings). The results showed that students who were aware of their reading 
strategies showed a better text comprehension than those who were not. Specifically, a 
correlation was found between the amount of strategies used and the awareness of reading 
strategies. Furthermore, more proficient readers were associated with a more effective use of 
reading strategies. This finding led Barnett to argue that training how to read can improve 
students’ reading comprehension. Also, students who had practiced the use of reading 
strategies were more likely to comprehend texts than those who had not. In the conclusion, 
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his research raised the question about the importance of explicitly teaching reading strategies 
to students. 
In a later study, Anderson (1991) examined the differences in adult second language 
learner use of reading strategies. However, he found no specific strategies that contributed to 
reading comprehension. Both high and low proficiency students used the same types of 
comprehension strategies while reading. This finding demonstrates that awareness of reading 
strategies is not enough; it is also important to know how to use them successfully. However, 
the results also indicated a relationship between learners’ proficiency in the language and 
their reading comprehension. Anderson concluded that low proficiency L2 learners may be 
aware of reading strategies, but due to their low level of proficiency and particularly because 
of their lack of vocabulary, they are not able to comprehend the text. The data also illustrated 
that success in standardized reading comprehension tests may be related to language 
proficiency level. On the other hand, success in reading text may vary based on readers’ 
individual differences. Factors that are hard to measure, such as motivation, learning style, 
and background knowledge, play major roles in reading comprehension in this type of 
reading. 
In a more recent study, Alhaqbani and Riazi (2012) examined issues related to reading 
strategy use by male L2 learners of Arabic. Specifically, they focused on participants’ 
metacognitive awareness of reading strategies, reading strategies that are perceived to be used 
frequently, the relationship between participants’ self-rated Arabic reading ability and their 
metacognitive awareness of reading strategy use, as well as the relationship between 
metacognitive awareness of reading strategies and participants’ characteristics such as age, 
nationality, length of exposure to the Arabic language, and their level of university education. 
The participants in their study consisted of 122 Arabic L2 learners. They were all 
adult males who had completed an Arabic language program. According to the nationality of 
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the participants, they were mostly from Africa and Asia. Their age ranged from 18 to 38 and 
they were divided into two age groups, younger and older. The researchers used the Survey 
of Reading Strategies (SORS), which was created by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002). The 
questionnaire of their study consisted of 30 items under three types of reading strategies, 
namely Global, Problem-solving, and Support strategies. 
As will be explained in more detail in the Methodology chapter, Mokhtari and 
Sheorey (2008) explained that Global Reading strategies are the mechanisms by which 
readers address their reading in general. Problem-solving strategies, on the other hand, are the 
techniques that the readers employ specifically when they encounter difficulties while 
reading. The third subscale of the survey includes Support strategies, which are the 
techniques that the readers use continuously while reading to help them comprehend the text. 
The findings of Alhaqbani and Riazi (2012) revealed a high usage of reading 
strategies, which they explained by saying that learners of Arabic may be encouraged to use 
reading strategies because they read for academic purposes. They also connected the high 
usage of those strategies to the degree of motivation. Being a Muslim is considered a 
motivation to learn Arabic in order to understand the concepts of their religion. In addition, 
participants showed a higher preference for Problem-solving strategies than for Global and 
Support strategies. The authors associated the higher use of Problem-solving strategies with 
non-native readers’ slower reading speed compared to native speakers. They observed that 
this slower reading speed was due to the fact that the non-native Arabic readers had to focus 
more on bottom-up processing. Global strategies were second in frequency of use after 
Problem-solving strategies and participants viewed them as helpful for their reading 
comprehension (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). 
Madhumathi and Ghosh (2012) examined reading strategies used by Indian university 
students, ages 18 to 21, and the relationship between L2 reading strategy use and level of 
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proficiency. The study also examined possible gender differences in reading strategy use.  
Their instrument was the SORS created by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002). The study reported 
medium-to-high usage of reading strategies. As in Alhaqbani and Riazi’s (2012) study, 
participants mostly preferred Problem-solving strategies, whereas the least preferred were 
Support strategies. The authors surmised that the reason for using Support strategies the least 
may have been the traditional methods and teaching styles that were used in Indian 
classrooms. 
Madhumathi and Ghosh (2012) concluded that there was a significant relationship 
between reading strategy use and reading proficiency level. They observed that both genders 
used Problem-solving strategies more frequently. However, the female participants used 
reading strategies more than their male counterparts. This finding was explained by the fact 
that Indian women tended to spend more time at home and thus had more time to read. 
On the other hand, some researchers reported no significant differences between male 
and female ESL learners in their reading strategy use. For instance, Sheorey and Mokhtari 
(2001) conducted a study to investigate the differences of reading strategy use among native 
and non-native English speakers. The researchers employed the SORS to determine whether 
there were any differences between ESL and American English native speakers in terms of 
reading strategy use. Also, they examined the differences in reading strategy use of males and 
females and the relationship between students’ self-ratings of reading proficiency and their 
reading strategy use. For their instrument, they used the Metacognitive-Awareness-of-
Reading-Strategies Inventory (MARSI). This instrument included Metacognitive strategies, 
Cognitive strategies, and Support strategies. Their study showed a higher preference for 
Cognitive strategies than for Metacognitive strategies, and least preferred reading strategies 
were the Support strategies. As mentioned above, they found no significant differences in the 
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use of reading strategies between male and female ESL students. However, females showed 
higher use of Support strategies than male ESL students. 
2.4. Summary of Findings 
Overall, the review of related studies about second language reading strategies for 
academic purposes revealed the following trends. 
2.4.1 General trends in second language reading strategies 
1- Second language learners were more aware of Problem-solving strategies than Global 
and Support strategies (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012).  
2- Problem-solving strategies were used more than other types of reading strategies 
(Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). This implies that learners pay more attention while 
reading in order to comprehend the text (Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012). 
3- There was a significant relationship between reading strategy use and the level of 
reading proficiency (Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012). Self-rated Arabic reading ability 
was significantly correlated with students’ awareness of Global and Problem-solving 
strategies. However, there was no correlation between awareness of Support strategy 
use and self-rated reading ability (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). 
4- Reading strategies were used more by high proficiency students than by low 
proficiency students (Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012). Moreover, learners could transfer 
reading strategies from their first language (Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012), but only 
when they have reached a certain level of proficiency. 
5- Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001) found that high-reading ability students used 
Metacognitive and Cognitive reading strategies more than lower-reading-ability 
students. 
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6- While males and females showed high usage of Problem-solving strategies, due to 
cultural concepts, females were found to be more involved in reading strategy use 
(Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012).  
2.4.2 General trends in L1 effects on L2 reading 
1- ESL learners whose L1 has a non-alphabetic writing system were less capable of 
processing the constituent letters in English words than those whose L1 has an 
alphabetic system. Moreover, the reading fluency of readers whose L1 does not have 
an alphabetic orthography was more affected by case alternation than readers with an 
alphabetic L1 background (Akamatsu, 2003). 
2- Readers whose L1 is not alphabetic were more influenced by case alternation than 
ESL readers whose L1 is alphabetic in word-recognition speed and accuracy. Also, 
readers of ESL with non-alphabetic L1s may not have been able to have native-like 
ability to recognize constituent letters in a word (Akamatsu, 1999). 
3- Students who had received Spanish reading instruction displayed positive effects on 
their English letter identification and word reading. There was a significant positive 
relationship between Spanish reading comprehension and English reading 
comprehension (August, Calderon, & Carlo, 2002). 
4- Students who were instructed in Spanish showed transfer of phonemic segmentation 
skills and word reading skills from Spanish to English (August, Calderon, & Carlo, 
2002). 
The findings outlined above will be revisited in the final chapter, when the results of 
the present study will be compared, discussed, and interpreted in view of previous research. 
Before this, it is important to introduce the methodology of the study, which will be done in 
the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
This study employed a survey research methodology with a sample of first and second 
language readers of Arabic in Saudi Arabia, with the purpose of investigating the reading 
strategies they use while reading in Arabic. This chapter outlines the research problem and 
questions, the dependent and independent variables, the measurement scales, the participants’ 
characteristics, the research instrument, the data collection strategies, and the data analysis 
procedures. 
3.1. Research Problem 
This study set out to examine the reading strategies used by Arabic native and non-
native speakers. The study also looked for possible differences between native and non-native 
speakers of Arabic in terms of reading strategy use when reading academic materials in 
Arabic. 
3.2. Research Questions 
The research questions of the study were formulated to examine learners’ use of 
different reading strategies. They aimed to find out whether some reading strategies would be 
more preferred by language learners than others within two sample groups, namely Arabic 
native and non-native speakers. These questions are stated as follows. 
1. Which reading strategies are used most frequently and which are used the least in 
reading in Arabic by native and non-native speakers as a whole? 
2. Are there any significant differences in strategy use between native and non-
native speakers of Arabic? 
3.3. Variables and Scales of Measurement 
Strategy use constituted the main dependent variable within the three subscales of the 
Survey: 1) Global reading strategies (GLOB), 2) Problem-solving strategies (PROB), and 3) 
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Support strategies (SUP). The dependent variable was measured on a Likert scale of 
frequency of use, where 1 = never use and 5 = always. The independent variable included 
two groups of participants: Arabic native and non-native speakers. By virtue of its nature, the 
independent variable was measured on a nominal scale with three levels corresponding to the 
two groups of participants. 
3.4. Participants 
The participants of this study consisted of 305 native and non-native speakers of 
Arabic. All participants were adult males between the ages of 18 and 38, with a mean age of 
23.42. The native speaker group consisted of 83 college students in Applied Sciences and 
Engineering from Qassim region in Saudi Arabia, with ages ranging between 19 and 23, with 
a mean age of 20. There were 222 non-native speakers between the ages of ages 18 and 38, 
with a mean age of 25. The non-native speakers were studying at the Arabic Language 
Institute at Al-Imam University and all of them were at least at the intermediate level of 
proficiency in Arabic. All of them had been admitted to the Arabic Language Institute after 
having satisfied the requirement of a high GPA from high school and a certificate of good 
conduct. At the time of data collection, the study participants’ length of stay in Saudi Arabia 
ranged between 2 and 48 months, with a mean of 19 months. They came from diverse 
national backgrounds, including 40 different countries, as shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Participants by Country of Origin 
Country N. of 
Subjects 
Country N. of 
Subjects 
Country N. of 
Subjects 
Country N. of 
Subjects 
Afghanistan 5 China 44 Mali 6 Sierra Leon 7 
USA 3 France 1 Nepal 7 Somalia 4 
Azerbaijan 3 Ghana 6 Niger 6 Sri Lanka 10 
Bangladesh 8 Guinea 10 Nigeria 1 Tajikistan 2 
Benin 2 India 5 Pakistan 6 Tanzania 2 
Bosnia 3 Italy 1 Philippine 13 Thailand 12 
Britain 6 Ivory Coast 14 Poland 1 Togo 4 
Cambodia 3 Kosovo 1 Russia 4 Turkey 3 
Canada 4 Kyrgyzstan 4 Senegal 1 Ukraine 1 
Chad 1 Malaysia 5 Serbia 2 Uzbekistan 1 
 
 
3.5. Instrument 
As already mentioned, the data collection instrument was a survey divided into two 
parts (see appendices B and C for full view of the instrument). Part one included 
demographic questions adapted from Mokhtari and Sheorey (2008). Part two employed the 
questionnaire SORS used by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002). 
This questionnaire included items belonging to three subscales: Global reading 
strategies (GLOB), including 13 items; Problem-solving strategies (PROB), including 8 
items; and Support strategies (SUP), including 9 items. As Mokhtari and Sheorey (2008) 
explained, Global reading strategies are the mechanisms by which readers plan their reading, 
such as having a purpose in mind. Example 1 shows a Likert scale statement that 
demonstrates a Global reading strategy. 
Example 1 
I have a purpose in mind when I read. 
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Problem-solving strategies, on the other hand, are the techniques readers employ 
when they encounter difficulties while reading, such as rereading the text when it becomes 
harder to understand. A Problem-solving strategy is presented in Example 2. 
Example 2 
When text becomes difficult, I reread it to increase my understanding. 
The third subscale of the survey includes Support strategies, which are the techniques 
readers use while reading to help them comprehend the text, such as taking notes. A Support 
strategy is given in Example 3. 
Example 3 
I paraphrase (restate in my own words) to better understand what I read. 
 Since the SORS was created with NNS samples in mind, the NNS version was 
slightly modified to accommodate the different profiles of the NS participants involved in the 
present study. Specifically, some questions were removed from the demographic section of 
the NNS survey version (such as nationality and native tongue), as well as questions 29 (I 
translate from Arabic into my native language) and 30 (I think about information in both 
Arabic and my mother tongue) from the SORS. 
Both the demographic section and the SORS were translated into Arabic by the 
researcher and the translation was verified by a native speaker of Arabic who was also a 
linguist. The participants in the study were given the Arabic translation of the original 
English versions. 
3.6. Procedure 
Because of the segregation of male and female students in the Saudi educational 
system, the survey was administered only to male participants by a data collector, who was 
not the primary researcher. With the permission of their professors, participants were 
informed about the survey 15 minutes prior to the end of their class period. All participants 
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who agreed to participate in the study stayed for almost 25 minutes after class to complete the 
survey. 
The survey was explained by the researcher, and then the potential participants were 
informed that their responses were entirely anonymous, as there was no way that their 
responses would be linked to their names. They were also assured that their participation was 
voluntary and that they had the right to withdraw at any time without penalty. The researcher 
then explained that in case they were interested in participating, they would have to first read 
and sign the consent form. Therefore, all students who participated in this study read and 
signed the consent form. Additionally, the data collector was present while the survey was 
administered to provide explanations or clarifications if needed. 
3.7. Data Analysis 
The data were entered into the SPSS program (2011) and analyzed through 
descriptive statistics and multiple t-tests for independent samples. Native Arabic speakers’ 
responses were compared with non-native responses for each survey question. In these 
analyses, each Likert scale question served as a dependent variable in order to be able to 
identify the exact reading strategies that were common or different among the two groups of 
participants. To control for Type I error, the alpha level of .05 was adjusted according to the 
number of questions in each of the three subscales of the survey. 
3.8. Reliability and Validity 
In view of the reliability and validity of the research instrument, the survey used in 
this study was adopted from Mokhtari and Sheorey’s (2002) study. The SORS includes 30 
items, each of which uses a 5-point Likert scale starting from 1 (“I never do this”) to 5 (“I 
always do this”). Consequently, strategies of low frequency use would elicit mean scores in 
the lower end of the scale, between 1 and 2, whereas strategies of high frequency use would 
have mean scores on the higher end of the scale, between 4 and 5. After the data were 
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collected, all items of the two surveys, for native and non-native speakers of Arabic, were 
examined for internal consistency through Cronbach’s alpha test of reliability. The results are 
summarized in Table 2 below.  
Table 2 
 Reliability statistics  
Group Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on    
Standardized Items 
N of Items 
 
 
Non-native 
speakers 
 
.852 
 
.855 
 
30 
 
Native speakers 
 
 
.839 
 
.843 
 
28 
 
According to Morgan, Leech, Gloeckner, and Barrett (2013), a desirable alpha 
coefficient should be at .70 or above. In the case of both groups, the non-native and native 
speakers of Arabic, the Cronbach alphas of .852 and .839, exceeded the minimum required 
value for acceptable internal consistency. The alpha values and individual item statistics 
provided confirmatory evidence about the reliability of the surveys. In other words, all items 
were consistent in measuring participants’ reading strategy use and there were no items 
negatively correlated with the overall strategy use.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
The purpose of the present study was to examine the reading strategies that are used 
by native and non-native speakers of Arabic when reading in the Arabic language. 
Specifically, it aimed to find out 1) which reading strategies are used most frequently and 
which are used least frequently in reading in Arabic by native and non-native speakers and 2) 
if there are significant differences in strategy use between non-native and native speakers of 
Arabic. To answer these questions, a total of 305 subjects including native and non-native 
speakers of Arabic participated in this study. 
To collect the data, a survey of two parts was administered. Part one included 
demographic questions adapted from Mokhtari and Sheorey’s instrument (2008), namely age, 
mother tongue, time of studying Arabic, among other questions. Part two employed the 
questionnaire SORS used by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002). This questionnaire included items 
belonging to three subscales: Global reading strategies (GLOB), including 13 items; 
Problem-solving strategies (PROB), including 8 items; and Support strategies (SUP), 
including 9 items. The responses were measured on a Likert scale of frequency of use, where 
1 = never use and 5 = always. 
To analyze the data, descriptive statistics and multiple independent t-tests were 
performed. This chapter offers a presentation of the results of the data analysis following the 
order of the research questions as they were stated in the previous chapter. 
4.1. Results for Research Question One 
 The purpose of the first research question was to identify the most frequently-used 
types of reading strategies by native and non-native speakers of Arabic altogether. The 
analysis was done through descriptive statistics. In the first stage, descriptive statistics were 
calculated for the three subscales of the survey, including Global, Problem-solving, and 
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Support strategies. For simplicity of interpretation, the following criteria were set up: 1) mean 
scores between 4 and 5 were interpreted as highly used, 2) mean scores between 3 and 3.99 
were considered as frequently used, 3) mean scores between 2 and 2.99 were considered as 
occasionally used, and 4) mean scores of 1 to 1.99 were interpreted as rarely or never used. 
Table 3 presents the mean scores for all of the three types of reading strategies.  
Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics for the Three Subscales of Reading Strategies 
Types of reading strategies N Min. Max. Mean SD 
Global strategies 260 1.46 4.62 3.29 .54 
Problem-solving strategies 283 1.88 5.00 3.74 .58 
Support strategies 176 2.00 4.89 3.66 .56 
 
In view of the interpretation categories described above, Table 3 shows that all types 
of reading strategies were frequently used. The highest mean scores were reported for the 
Problem-solving strategies (M = 3.74), followed by Support strategies (M = 3.66), and the 
lowest Mean score was observed in the use of Global strategies (M = 3.29). 
 In the next stage of the analysis, descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the 
30 individual strategies in order to identify the most preferred reading strategies within each 
of the three subscales. The results are presented separately for each subscale in Tables 4, 5, 
and 6. In order to do so, the strategies are listed from the highest to the lowest in terms of 
frequency of use. First, the descriptive statistics for Global strategies are shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Global Strategies 
Item N. Global strategies N Min. Max. Mean SD 
6 I think about whether the content of the text fits 
my reading purpose. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.70* 1.10 
1 I have a purpose in mind when I read. 301 1.00 5.00 3.66* 1.03 
23 I check my information when I come across 
new information. 
305 1.00 5.00 3.57* 1.04 
17 I use context clues to help me better understand 
what I am reading. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.45* 1.11 
20 I use typographical features like bold face and 
italics to identify key information. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.35* 1.23 
4 I take an overall view of the text to see what it 
is before reading it. 
301 1.00 5.00 3.31* 1.21 
24 I try to guess what the content of the text is 
about when I read. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.30* 1.10 
27 I check to see if my guesses about the text are 
right or wrong. 
301 1.00 5.00 3.28* 1.14 
3 I think about what I know to help me 
understand what I read. 
299 1.00 5.00 3.27* 1.19 
21 I critically analyze and evaluate the 
information presented in the text. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.07* 1.01 
12 When reading, I decide what to read closely 
and what to ignore. 
298 1.00 5.00 3.01* 1.28 
8 I review the text first by noting its 
characteristics like length and organization. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.00* 1.24 
15 I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to 
increase my understanding. 
287 1.00 5.00 2.92 1.22 
Note:  Mean scores of frequent use, between 3 and 3.99, are marked by an asterisk *. 
Table 4 shows that all of the Global strategies yielded frequency of use ranging from 
occasional to frequent use (lowest Mean = 2.92 – highest Mean = 3.70). Among the 13 
strategies, 12 strategies showed frequent use with mean scores between 3 and 3.70. The 
highest mean score (M = 3.70) was reported for the strategy “I think about whether the 
content of the text fits my reading purpose”. The second most frequently used strategy was “I 
have a purpose in mind when I read” with a score mean of 3.66. These scores point out that 
these two strategies are the most used Global reading strategies among the whole sample of 
native and non-native participants. The next strategy “I check my information when I come 
across new information” (M = 3.57) was the third highest used among Global reading 
 25 
 
strategies. The next nine strategies elicited scores between 3 and 3.45, revealing a less 
frequent use than the top three, but were more than occasionally employed. The only strategy 
that showed occasional use was “I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to increase my 
understanding” with the lowest frequency of use (M = 2.92).  
The next part of the descriptive analysis included Problem-solving strategies. The 
results are summarized in Table 5. Generally, all of the Problem-solving strategies yielded 
frequency of use ranging from frequent to high use (lowest mean = 3.29 – highest mean = 
4.27). Among the 8 strategies, 2 strategies showed high use with mean scores between 4.13 
and 4.27. The highest mean score (M = 4.27) was reported for the strategy “When text 
becomes difficult, I reread it to increase my understanding”. The second most highly used 
strategy was “When text becomes difficult, I pay close attention to what I am reading” with a 
score mean of 4.13. These scores suggest that these two strategies are the most used Problem-
solving strategies among the whole sample of native and non-native participants. 
The other six strategies elicited scores between 3.29 and 3.85 revealing frequent use. 
Among them, the most frequently used was I read slowly and carefully to make sure I 
understand what I am reading, with a mean of 3.85. The strategy “I adjust my reading speed 
according to what I am reading” was used the least frequently (M = 3.29). 
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Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Problem-solving Strategies 
Item N
o 
Problem-solving strategies N Min. Max. Mean SD 
25 When text becomes difficult, I reread it to 
increase my understanding. 
305 1.00 5.00 4.27** .97 
14 When text becomes difficult, I pay close 
attention to what I am reading. 
300 1.00 5.00 4.13** .96 
7 I read slowly and carefully to make sure I 
understand what I am reading. 
304 1.00 5.00 3.85* 1.07 
9 I try to get back on track when I lose my 
focus. 
302 1.00 5.00 3.72* 1.08 
28 When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown 
words or phrases. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.69* 1.09 
19 I try to picture or visualize information to help 
me remember what I read. 
299 1.00 5.00 3.58* 1.10 
16 I stop from time to time and think about what I 
am reading. 
304 1.00 5.00 3.38* 1.14 
11 I adjust my reading speed according to what I 
am reading. 
299 1.00 5.00 3.29* 1.03 
Note: Mean scores of high use, between 4 and 5, are marked by a double asterisk **.  
          Mean scores of frequent use, between 3 and 3.99, are marked by a single asterisk *. 
 
Similar to Global and Problem-solving strategies, Table 6 summarizes the descriptive 
statistics for Support strategies based on their mean scores. These strategies yielded 
frequency of use ranging from occasional to frequent use (lowest Mean = 2.96 – highest 
Mean 3.93). Among the 9 strategies, 8 strategies showed frequent use with mean scores 
between 3.28 and 3.93. The highest mean score (3.93) was reported for the strategy “When 
reading, I think about information in both Arabic and my mother tongue”. The second most 
frequently used strategy was “When reading, I translate from Arabic into my native 
language” with a mean score of 3.89. These scores indicated that these two strategies were 
the most used Support strategies among the non-native participants. However, the most used 
ones by both groups were “I underline or circle information in the text to help me remember 
it” (M = 3.75) and “I use reference materials (e.g., a dictionary) to help me understand what 
I read” (M = 3.63). The next four strategies elicited scores between 3.43 and 3.28, revealing a 
less frequent use than the top four, but which were more than occasionally employed. The 
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only strategy that showed occasional use was “When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 
help me understand what I read” with the lowest frequency of use (M = 2.96). 
Table 6 
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Support Strategies 
Item N
o 
Support strategies N Min. Max. Mean SD 
30 When reading, I think about information in 
both Arabic and my mother tongue. 
222 1.00 5.00 3.93* 1.15 
29 When reading, I translate from Arabic into my 
native language. 
220 1.00 5.00 3.89* 1.20 
10 I underline or circle information in the text to 
help me remember it. 
266 1.00 5.00 3.75* 1.22 
13 I use reference materials (e.g., a dictionary) to 
help me understand what I read. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.63* 1.39 
18 I paraphrase (restate in my own words) to 
better understand what I read. 
304 1.00 5.00 3.43* 1.20 
22 I go back and forth in the text to find 
relationships among ideas in it. 
303 1.00 5.00 3.40* 1.16 
26 I ask myself questions I like to have answered 
in the text. 
304 1.00 5.00 3.32* 1.23 
2 I take notes while reading to help me 
understand what I read. 
300 1.00 5.00 3.28* 1.17 
5 When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 
help me understand what I read. 
301 1.00 5.00 2.96 1.38 
Note:  Mean scores of frequent use, between 3 and 3.99, are marked by an asterisk *. 
4.2. Results for Research Question Two 
4.2.1 Comparison of the native and non-native groups on the use of Global strategies 
In view of the interpretation categories described above, Table 7 shows that all types 
of reading strategies were used more by the non-native group. Among them, Problem-solving 
strategies were favored by both groups with small mean differences (Native = 3.70 vs. Non-
native = 3.76). Regarding the other two types, the native and non-native speakers showed 
different preferences. For example, Support strategies were the second most favored type 
among the non-native speakers, whereas for the native speakers, the second most frequently 
used type were Global strategies. However, even though Global strategies were the least used 
among non-native speakers, the non-native speakers’ mean score on Global strategies use 
was higher than the native speaker score of use. 
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Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics for the Three Subscales of Reading Strategies for Each Group 
Types of reading strategies Groups N Mean SD 
Global strategies 
Native 81 3.27 .06 
Non-native 179 3.31 .04 
Problem-solving strategies 
Native 82 3.70 .59 
Non-native 201 3.76 .58 
Support strategies 
Native 78 3.02 .74 
Non-native 176 3.57 .58 
 
Independent sample t-tests were run to identify the 13 Global strategies that made a 
distinction between native and non-native readers of Arabic. To control for Type I error, the 
initial alpha level of .05 was adjusted to .004 (.05/13). Thus, the calculated levels of 
significance for each t-test were compared to alpha = .004 in order to avoid the possibility of 
any t-tests being spuriously significant. Table 8 shows the results of the independent samples 
t-tests for the Global strategies. 
Table 8 reveals a significant difference in the use of three Global strategies. 
Specifically, these significant differences were found in relation to items 17, 20, and 21. Item 
17, “I use context clues to help me better understand what I am reading”, showed a higher 
mean use by the non-native speaker group, t = -3.086, p = .002, Cohen’s d = 0.39. Following 
Cohen’s (1988) reference values of .2, .5, and .8 for small, medium, and large effects, the 
observed higher use of “context clues” by the non-native speakers showed a small-to-medium 
effect, Cohen’s d = 0.39. In other words, although statistically significant, the magnitude of 
the difference was not of great practical importance. 
The second significant difference was revealed in item 20, “I use typographical 
features like bold face and italics to identify key information”, with a higher mean use by the 
native speaker group, t = 6.541, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 0.88. The mean frequency of using 
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“typographical features to identify key information” by the native group was 4.06 versus 3.09 
by the non-native group. The high Cohen’s d value (0.88) was interpreted as a large effect 
according to Cohen (1988). A large effect size indicates that the difference between variables 
should be considered as a practical importance.  
The third significant difference was observed in relation to item 21, “I critically 
analyze and evaluate the information presented in the text”, with a higher mean use by the 
non-native group, t = -3.395, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 0.43. The mean frequency of using 
“critical analysis and evaluation” by the native group was 2.76 versus 3.20 by the non-native 
group. The effect size d = 0.43 was closer to Cohen’s (1988) medium effect reference value 
of .5 than to the small effect reference value. 
One other comparison that almost approached significance was found in relation to item 
3, “I think about what I know to help me understand what I read”, with a higher mean score 
use by the non-native group, t = -2.803, p = .005, Cohen’s d = 0.35. The mean frequency of 
using this strategy by the native group was 2.96 versus 3.39 by the non-native group with an 
effect size falling between low and medium (Cohen, 1988).
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Table 8 
Results of Independent Samples t-tests for Global Strategies 
Item  
N
o Global strategies Groups N Means SD t df p effect size 
1 I have a purpose in mind when I read. 
Native 83 3.47 1.05 
-2.030 299 .043 0.26 
Non-native 218 3.74 1.02 
3 I think about what I know to help me understand what I read. 
Native 82 2.96 1.32 
-2.803 297 .005 0.35 
Non-native 217 3.39 1.12 
4 
I take an overall view of the text to see what it is before 
reading. 
Native 83 3.30 1.29 
-.097 299 .923 0.02 
Non-native 218 3.32 1.19 
6 
I think about whether the content of the text fits my reading 
purpose. 
Native 83 3.45 1.16 
-2.515 301 .012 0.31 
Non-native 220 3.80 1.07 
8 
I review the text first by noting its characteristics like length 
and organization. 
Native 83 3.20 1.42 
1.769 301 .078 0.22 
Non-native 220 2.92 1.16 
12 When I read, I decide what to read closely and what to ignore. 
Native 82 3.11 1.41 
.772 296 .441 0.10 
Non-native 216 2.98 1.23 
15 
I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to increase my 
understanding. 
Native 83 3.18 1.34 
2.289 285 .023 0.29 
Non-native 204 2.82 1.16 
17 
I use context clues to help me better understand what I am 
reading. 
Native 83 3.13 1.19 
-3.086 301 .002* 0.39 
Non-native 220 3.57 1.06 
20 
I use typographical features like bold face and italics to identify 
key information. 
Native 83 4.06 .99 
6.541 301 .000* 0.88 
Non-native 220 3.09 1.21 
21 
I critically analyze and evaluate the information presented in 
the text. 
Native 83 2.76 1.05 
-3.395 301 .001* 0.43 
Non-native 220 3.20 .98 
23 
I check my understanding when I come across new 
information. 
Native 83 3.63 1.08 
.539 303 .590 0.08 
Non-native 222 3.55 1.03 
24 I try to guess what the content of the text is about when I read. 
Native 83 3.08 1.21 
-2.136 301 .033 0.27 
Non-native 220 3.39 1.05 
27 I check to see if my guesses about the text are right or wrong. 
Native 83 3.02 1.25 
-2.381 299 .018 0.30 
Non-native 218 3.37 1.08 
 
Total mean score of global strategies 
Native 81 3.27 .55 
-.496 258 .620 0.07 
Non-native 179 3.31 .54 
Note: (*) means significant at alpha < or = .004
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 Table 8 also shows that for the remaining 9 Global strategies, both groups ranged 
between occasional and frequent use. The mean scores of both groups were slightly different, 
for instance, “taking an overall view of the text before reading” (Mnative group = 3.30 & Mnon-
native group = 3.32), “checking understanding when coming across new information” (Mnative group 
= 3.63 & Mnon-native group = 3.55), and “deciding what to read closely and what to ignore” 
(Mnative group = 3.11 & Mnon-native group = 2.98). Moreover, within global strategies, the total mean 
scores reported by each group (Mnative group = 3.27 & Mnon-native group = 3.31) indicated that 
native and non-native speakers similarly used Global strategies at frequency level when 
reading academic materials in Arabic. 
4.2.2 Comparison of the native and non-native groups on the use of Problem-solving 
strategies 
 This section presents the results for the statistical comparisons of the native and non-
native participants’ use of Problem-solving strategies. For this purpose, 8 independent t-tests 
were performed, and in order to control for Type I error, the initial alpha level of .05 was 
adjusted to .006 (.05/8). Thus, the calculated levels of significance for each t-test were 
compared to alpha = .006, and only the ones that were equal or smaller than .006 were 
considered as statistically significant. Next, Table 9 shows the results of the independent 
sample t-tests for the Problem-solving strategies. 
 Among the 8 Problem-solving strategies, the two groups were statistically different in 
their frequency of using two strategies. The first significant result was found in relation to 
item 7, “I read slowly and carefully to make sure that I understand what I am reading”, with 
a higher mean use by the non-native group, t = -2.785, p = .006, Cohen’s d = 0.35. The mean 
frequency of using this strategy by the native group was 3.58 versus 3.96 by the non-native 
group. The effect size value, d = .35, was between low and medium. 
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Table 9 
 Results of Independent Samples t-test for Problem-solving Strategies 
Item 
N
O Problem-solving strategies Groups N Means SD t df p 
effect 
size 
7 I read slowly and carefully to make sure I understand 
what I am reading. 
Native 83 3.58 1.13 
-2.785 302 .006* 0.35 
Non-native 221 3.96 1.04 
9 
I try to get back on track when I lose concentration. Native 83 3.84 1.04 1.199 300 .232 0.15 
Non-native 219 3.68 1.10 
11 I adjust my reading speed according to what I am 
reading. 
Native 83 3.49 1.21 
1.930 122.490 .056 0.26 
Non-native 216 3.21 .95 
14 When text becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to 
what I am reading. 
Native 83 4.18 .87 
.525 298 .600 0.06 
Non-native 217 4.12 1.00 
16 I stop from time to time and think about what I am 
reading. 
Native 83 2.99 1.20 
-3.708 302 .000* 0.46 
Non-native 221 3.52 1.09 
19 I try to picture or visualize information to help me 
remember what I read.  
Native 83 3.69 1.16 
1.054 297 .293 0.13 
Non-native 216 3.54 1.08 
25 When text becomes difficult, I reread it to increase 
my understanding. 
Native 83 4.14 1.01 
-1.441 303 .151 0.18 
Non-native 222 4.32 .95 
28 When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown words 
or phrases. 
Native 82 3.74 1.11 
.460 301 .646 0.05 
Non-native 221 3.68 1.09 
 Total mean score of Problem solving strategies Native 82 3.70 .59 -.732 281 .465 0.10 
Non-native 201 3.76 .58 
Note: (*) means significant at alpha < or = .006
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The second significant result was found in relation to item 16, “I stop from time to 
time and think about what I am reading”, with a higher mean use by the non-native group,  
t = -3.708, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 0.46. The mean frequency of using this strategy by the 
native group was 2.99 versus 3.52 by the non-native group and the effect size value was close 
to medium as identified by Cohen (1988). 
The use of the remaining 6 problem solving strategies did not show significant 
differences between the two groups. However, Table 9 reveals some interesting trends that 
would be interesting to look at. For instance, the two highly favored Problem-solving 
strategies among both groups were “rereading when text becomes difficult” (Mnative group = 
4.14 & Mnon-native group = 4.32), and “paying closer attention when text becomes difficult” 
(Mnative group = 4.18 & Mnon-native group = 4.12). The strategy that was used the least frequently 
was “I stop from time to time to think about what I am reading”, which was used occasionally 
only by the native group, but frequently by the non-native group (Mnative group = 2.99 & Mnon-
native group = 3.52). Finally, when the two groups were compared on their average use of 
Problem-solving strategies (Mnative group = 3.70 vs. Mnon-native group = 3.76), no significant 
differences were found. 
4.2.3 Comparison of the native and non-native groups on the use of Support strategies  
The last subscale of reading strategies consisted of 9 Support strategies as shown in 
Table 10. However, items 29 and 30 were related to the translation by non-native speakers 
from Arabic to their L1 when reading in Arabic, and for this reason, could not be relevant to 
the native speakers of Arabic. Therefore, these two items were removed from the statistical 
comparisons of the native and non-native participants’ use of Support strategies, and the 
remaining 7 strategies were examined through independent sample t-tests. For the purpose of 
controlling Type I error, the calculated levels of significance for each t-test were compared to 
 34 
 
the adjusted alpha level = .007 (.05/7). Table 10 reveals the results of the independent t-test 
samples for the Support strategies. 
 Among the 7 Support strategies, significant differences between the groups were 
found in relation to three. The first significant result was found in relation to item 2, “I take 
notes while reading to help me understand what I read”, with a higher mean use by the non-
native group, t = -3.838, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 0.52. The mean frequency of using this 
strategy by the native group was 2.81 versus 3.46 by the non-native group, and the effect size 
was of medium magnitude. The second significant result was found in relation to item 13, “I 
use reference materials (e.g. a dictionary) to help me understand what I read”, with a higher 
mean use by the non-native group, t = -9.241, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 1.26. The mean 
frequency of using this strategy by the native group was 2.47 versus 4.08 by the non-native 
group. The importance of this difference was further confirmed by the high effect size of 1.2. 
The third significant result was found in relation to item 26, “I ask myself questions I 
like to have answered in the text”, with a higher mean use by the non-native group, t = -4.516,  
p<.001, Cohen’s d = 0.60. The mean frequency of using this strategy by the native group was 
2.82 versus 3.52 by the non-native group. 
In sum, out of the 7 Support strategies, there were 4 strategies that were used 
occasionally by the native group, but were highly or frequently used by the non-native group; 
these included items 2, 5, 13, and 26. Among them, three showed significant differences (2, 
13, and 26) and one, item 5, was not significant at alpha .07 but was very close to 
significance (p = .009). 
The mean use of the other three strategies (items 10, 18, and 22) was relatively similar 
between the two groups. For example, for the use of the item 18 “I paraphrase (restate ideas 
in my own words) to better understand what I read”, the mean scores of both groups 
presented a similar frequency of use (Mnative group = 3.40 & Mnon-native group = 3.45).
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Table 10 
Results of Independent Sample t-test for Support Strategies 
Item 
N
O Support strategies Groups N Means SD t df p 
effect 
size 
2 I take notes while reading to help me understand what I read. 
Native 83 2.81 1.42 
-3.838 115.811 .000* 0.52 
Non-native 217 3.46 1.02 
5 
When text becomes more difficult, I read aloud to help me 
understand what I read. 
Native 82 2.62 1.47 
-2.613 299 .009 0.33 
Non-native 219 3.09 1.34 
10 I underline or circle information in the text to help me remember it. 
Native 80 3.66 1.40 
-.750 124.963 .455 0.11 
Non-native 186 3.80 1.13 
13 
I use reference materials (e.g. a dictionary) to help me understand 
what I read. 
Native 83 2.47 1.43 
-9.241 120.024 .000* 1.26 
Non-native 220 4.08 1.10 
18 
I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) to better understand 
what I read. 
Native 83 3.40 1.41 
-.292 122.173 .771 0.04 
Non-native 221 3.45 1.11 
22 
I go back and forth in the text to find relationships among ideas in 
it. 
Native 82 3.30 1.11 
-.861 301 .390 0.11 
Non-native 221 3.43 1.18 
26 I ask myself questions I like to have answered in the text. 
Native 83 2.82 1.08 
-4.516 302 .000* 0.60 
Non-native 221 3.52 1.24 
 
Total mean score of support strategies 
Native 78 3.02 .74 
-6.413 252 .000* 0.83 
Non-native 176 3.57 .58 
Note: (*) means significant at alpha < or = .006
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With their statistical significance, one Support strategy (item 13) obtained a very high 
effect size value (d = 1.26), and two support strategies (items 2 & 26) obtained medium effect 
size values (d = 0.52 and d = 0.60) according to Cohen (1988). Moreover, the total mean score 
elicited a large effect size value (d = 0.83) which confirmed that these significant differences 
between the two groups were not found by chance. 
Moreover, the two groups’ total mean use of Support strategies was also significant, 
showing that the non-native group used Support strategies significantly more than the native 
group, t = -6.413, p <.000, Cohen’s d = 0.83. The mean frequency of the total mean score of 
Support strategies by the native group was 3.02 versus 3.57 by the non-native group, and this 
difference was supported by the high value of the effect size d = .083. 
4.3. Summary of Results for Native and Non-native Use of Reading Strategies  
Figure 1 summarizes the significant differences between native and non-native speakers 
of Arabic in the use of reading strategies. The bars represent the effect size values ordered from 
the highest to the lowest and color coded to show the direction of the differences. Thus, Figure 1 
illustrates that one Global strategy was used significantly more frequently by the native group, 
namely “using typographical features to identify key information” (Cohen’s d = 0.88). It also 
shows two Global strategies that were used significantly more frequently by the non-native 
group including “critically analyzing and evaluating the information presented in the text” 
(Cohen’s d = 0.43) and “using context clues to help understanding the text” (Cohen’s d = 0.39).  
Additionally, two Problem-solving strategies were used significantly more frequently by 
the non-native group including “stopping from time to time to think about the text” (Cohen’s d = 
0.46) and “reading slowly and carefully to make sure about understanding the text” (Cohen’s d = 
0.35). For Support strategies, Figure 1 reveals that three strategies were used significantly more 
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frequently by the non-native group, including “using reference materials” (Cohen's d = 1.26), 
“asking questions that I like to have answered in the text” (Cohen's d = 0.60), and “taking notes 
while reading” (Cohen's d = .52). Overall, Cohen's d values indicate two large, two medium, and 
four small effect sizes of the reported differences between native and non-native speakers of 
Arabic in using these eight strategies. 
 
Figure 1. Effect size values for strategies with significant difference in use between    
                native and non-native Arabic speakers 
 
4.4. Chapter Summary  
This chapter offered a detailed account of the results of the data analysis, following the 
research questions of the study. Several trends were identified regarding the overall use of 
Global, Support, and Problem-solving strategies by the whole sample and by native and non-
native speakers of Arabic. Additionally, the analysis was further detailed in view of individual 
Global, Support, and Problem-solving strategies in an attempt to establish specific strategies that 
are associated with native speaker use and with non-native speaker use. These trends will be 
discussed in the following chapter in view of the findings of previous studies about second 
language reading strategy use. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The main goal of this study was to investigate the use of reading strategies among native 
and non-native speakers of Arabic when reading academic materials in Arabic. In addition, it 
aimed to explore the differences in the use of reading strategies between these two groups. For 
this purpose, a total of 305 students participated in the study. A survey composed of 30 items 
was administered to 222 non-native speakers of Arabic. The same survey, but with two items 
fewer, total of 28 items, was also administered to 83 native speakers. This chapter discusses the 
results presented in the previous chapter. It also outlines the limitations of the study and makes 
recommendations for second language reading pedagogy and research. 
5.1. Discussion 
5.1.1 The most and least used reading strategies among native and non-native speakers 
 In light of the findings discussed in this study, Arabic native and non-native speakers 
showed frequent use of all three types of reading strategies. This high usage of reading strategies 
was not surprising because it was similar to what has been reported in some earlier studies, 
including Alhaqbani and Riazi (2012), İlknur and İsmail (2012), Madhumathi and Ghosh (2012), 
and Mokhtari and Reichard (2008). As discussed in Alhaqbani & Riazi (2012), in the case of 
reading in Arabic, the motivation to become effective readers may be attributed to the values of 
Muslim culture, where the desire to be able to read and understand the Quran may serve as an 
additional driving force. This may explain why Arabic readers tend to use more reading 
strategies than those who are less motivated (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). 
In terms of which types of reading strategies were preferred the most, Problem-solving 
strategies revealed the highest mean of use among all three types (M = 3.74). This finding 
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supports some related research assertions that Problem-solving strategies are the most used 
reading strategies (e.g. Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012; Alsheikh, 2011; İlknur & İsmail, 2012; 
Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012; Mokhtari, 2008). However, it is also different from what has been 
found in other studies, which reported that Support strategies are the most preferred type of 
reading strategy (Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001). In the context of the present study, Support 
strategies showed a mean score of 3.66 and were the second most preferred type of reading 
strategies. Moreover, a number of studies (e.g. Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012; Alsheikh, 2011; İlknur 
& İsmail, 2012; Madhumathi & Ghosh, 2012; Mokhtari, 2008) have reported Global strategies as 
the second most used reading strategies, whereas in this study they appeared to be the least used 
strategies  (M = 3.29). Since Problem-solving strategies showed the highest mean score in this 
study, followed by Support strategies, and then Global strategies, this chapter discusses them in 
that same order. 
The results of this study showed that the two most preferred Problem-solving strategies 
were “rereading when text becomes difficult” (M = 4.27), and “paying closer attention when text 
becomes difficult” (M = 4.13). These findings were consistent with what has been found to be the 
most preferred Problem-solving strategies in Alhaqbani and Riazi (2012). However, some other 
studies found the most preferred Problem-solving strategies to be “rereading for better 
understanding”, “adjusting reading rate”, and “trying to stay focused on reading” (İlknur & 
İsmail, 2012; Mokhtari & Reichard, 2004). This high usage of Problem-solving strategies may be 
explained by Berkowitz and Cicchelli’s (2004) findings that readers may experience some 
difficulties when reading, such as being confused or not being motivated to read, which may lead 
them to use Problem-solving strategies to overcome these difficulties. 
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As stated before, this study’s findings revealed that the second most favored reading 
strategies were Support strategies (M = 3.66) with a mean score slightly lower than that of 
Problem-solving strategies (M = 3.74). The most used support strategies by both groups were 
“underlining or circling information” (M = 3.75) and “using reference materials” (M = 3.63). 
However, for the non-native group items 29 and 30, which were not included in the survey for 
the native speakers because they made reference to L1 use, yielded the highest frequency of use.  
Definitely, these two strategies, “thinking about information in Arabic and mother tongue” (M = 
3.93) and “translating from Arabic into the native language” (M = 3.89), were the most preferred 
Support strategies by the group of non-native speakers. These findings were in contrast with 
some earlier studies, which found that the most preferred Support strategies were “summarizing 
text information” and “reading aloud when text becomes difficult” (İlknur & İsmail, 2012; 
Mokhtari & Reichard, 2004). Moreover, two of the most preferred strategies in this study, 
“underlining or circling information” and “thinking about information in Arabic and mother 
tongue”, were found to be the least favored Support strategies in Alhaqbani and Riazi (2012). 
For Global strategies, the findings revealed that the most favored strategies among the 
two groups were “checking whether content fits the purpose” (M = 3.70) and “having a purpose 
in mind when reading” (M = 3.66). The second most used strategy, “having a purpose in mind 
when reading”, was the most used Global strategy in Alhaqbani and Riazi (2012). In contrast, 
İlknur and İsmail (2012) and Mokhtari and Reichard (2004) found the strategies “using context 
clues”, “skimming to note text characteristics”, and “previewing text before reading” to be the 
most preferred Global strategies by readers. The reason for using Global strategies might be that 
readers prefer to use them as a pre-reading activity (İlknur & İsmail, 2012) or to help them plan 
how to approach a text (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012). However, the low usage of this category of 
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reading strategies might indicate that readers consider them to be time consuming, especially the 
ones that require “guessing what the content is about” and “checking to see if those guesses are 
right or wrong”. 
5.1.2 The differences in reading strategy use between native and non-native speakers 
 Regarding the differences between both groups in terms of reading strategy use, this 
study’s findings revealed that, out of the 28 strategies that were compared, 18 strategies were 
used more by non-native speakers, whereas the other 10 strategies were used more by native 
speakers. Moreover, among these differences between the two groups, 8 were found to be 
significant, 7 of which were highly used by the non-native speaker group.  
These findings were close to those of Mokhtari and Reichard (2004), which revealed that 
out of 30 reading strategies, 19 strategies were used more by non-native speakers of English, 
while 11 strategies were used more by native speakers of English. This higher usage of reading 
strategies by non-native speakers may be explained by the conclusions put forward in Alhaqbani 
and Riazi (2012). They suggested that such higher usage of reading strategies by L2 readers may 
be related to the fact that their reading speed is slower than the speed of L1 readers; thus, they 
use more strategies to help them when facing various reading challenges and comprehension 
difficulties. 
 Specifically, the findings of the present study showed that Problem-solving strategies 
revealed the highest mean scores by both groups with small mean differences (Native = 3.70 vs. 
Non-native = 3.76). Regarding the other two types, the native and non-native speakers showed 
different preferences. For example, Support strategies were the second most favored type among 
the non-native speakers, whereas for the native speakers, the second most frequently used type 
were Global strategies. However, it should be mentioned here that even though Global strategies 
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were the least used among non-native speakers, the non-native speakers’ mean score on Global 
strategies use was higher than the native speakers’ mean score of use.  
Looking at individual strategy use within Problem-solving strategies, three strategies 
were used more by non-native speakers (See Table 11), with two significant differences in the 
items “stopping from time to time to think about the reading” and “reading slowly to insure 
understanding”. On the other hand, the other 5 strategies, items 9, 11, 14, 19, and 28, were used 
more by native speakers of Arabic, but none of them showed a significant difference. These 
results were in contrast with what was found in Mokhtari and Reichard (2004). They found that 
five Problem-solving strategies were used more by non-native speakers of English, while 3 
strategies were used more by native speakers of English. In contrast, the present study’s results 
revealed that even though native speakers used more Problem-solving strategies (5 compared to 
the 3 used by the non-native group), the mean scores of those strategies showed  rather small  
differences between the two groups in the use of the 5 strategies preferred by native speakers. 
However, the two significant differences mentioned above that were found among the strategies 
used more by non-native speakers, may be related to the higher possibility of comprehension 
problems that L2 readers usually face, which leads them to use these strategies to facilitate their 
understanding (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012; İlknur & İsmail, 2012; Mokhtari & Reichard, 2004). 
 Within Support strategies, which were the second most frequently used type by non-
native speakers and the least preferred by native speakers, three specific strategies showed 
significantly higher use by non-native speakers. These were the strategies “taking notes while 
reading”, “using reference materials”, and “asking oneself questions that one likes to be 
answered”. These results were consistent with Mokhtari and Reichard (2004) where they found 
that 6 Support strategies were used more by non-native speakers of English, compared to 3 
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strategies used more by native speakers. This higher usage of Support strategies by non-native 
speakers might imply that L2 readers are aware of the need for this kind of reading strategy. In 
contrast, the low usage of these strategies by native speakers may indicate that they are not 
interested in wasting their time by using such strategies, an idea mentioned in İlknur and İsmail 
(2012) as well. 
 Global strategies were the second most frequently used type by native speakers and the 
least frequently used type by non-native speakers. Yet, the non-native speakers’ mean score of 
use was higher than the native speaker score of use. Among the 13 Global strategies, eight  were 
used more by non-native speakers, with two significant differences in the items “critically 
analyzing the information in the text” and “using text clues for better understanding”. On the 
other hand, 5 strategies were used more by native speakers of Arabic, with one significant 
difference with the item “using typographical features to identify key information”. Interestingly, 
Mokhtari and Reichard (2004) found that 8 Global strategies were used more by non-native 
speakers of English, while 5 strategies were used more by native speakers. These results also 
support the idea that L2 readers use more reading strategies due to the more challenges they 
experience when reading in a language that is not their mother tongue (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 
2012). Table 11 Summarizes reading strategy use by native and non-native speakers. 
 Overall, the present study’s findings corroborate those of previous research in that they 
show frequent usage of reading strategies by both groups as well as an overall higher usage by 
non-native speakers in problem-solving and support strategies. The latter findings suggest that 
L2 readers may be slower in processing the textual input as already observed by Alhaqbani and 
Riazi (2012), and that they may try to compensate for their overall lower level of proficiency by 
the employment of specific strategies that facilitate decoding and comprehension. These 
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speculations are further supported by a closer examination at the employment of individual 
strategies.  
Table 11 
Summary of reading strategy use by native and non-native speakers  
 
Strategies type 
Higher use by 
Native 
Speakers 
Higher use by 
Non-native 
Speakers 
G
lo
b
a
l 
st
ra
te
g
ie
s 
Having a purpose in mind  X 
Thinking about what I know  X 
Taking an overall view of the text  X 
Thinking about whether context of the texts fit my 
reading purpose 
 X 
Reviewing text characteristics  X  
Deciding what to read closely & what to ignore X  
Using tables, figures, and pictures X  
Using contextual clues  X* 
Using typographical features X*  
Critically analyzing and evaluating   X* 
Checking understanding when encountering new 
information 
X  
Guessing the content of the text  X 
Conforming/Disconfirming guesses   X 
P
ro
b
le
m
 s
o
lv
in
g
 
st
ra
te
g
ie
s 
Reading slowly and carefully  X* 
Trying to get back on track X  
Adjusting reading speed X  
Paying closer attention X  
Stopping from time to time  X* 
Picturing/visualizing information in the text X  
Rereading when the text becomes difficult  X 
Guessing meaning of unknown words X  
S
u
p
p
o
rt
 s
tr
a
te
g
ie
s 
Taking notes while reading  X* 
Reading aloud  X 
Underlining/circling information in the text  X 
Using reference materials  X* 
Paraphrasing  X 
Going back and forth  X 
Asking myself questions  X* 
Note: An asterisk (*) marks significant differences in each row 
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5.2. Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 
 Having discussed the results of this research, it is necessary to summarize some of the 
major limitations and recommendations for future studies. The first limitation was the lack of 
female participants. Even though the survey was administered to a relatively large sample of 305 
native and non-native speakers of Arabic, all participants were male. As mentioned in the 
Methodology chapter, the survey was administered only to male participants because of the 
segregation of male and female students in the Saudi educational system. Regarding the fact that 
reading strategy use may vary based on gender differences, Madhumathi and Ghosh (2012) 
found that females are more involved in reading strategy use. Thus, this study’s findings should 
not be generalized for all native and non-native speakers of Arabic, but rather should be limited 
to male speakers of Arabic. 
Another limitation was related to the instrument. The SORS survey that was adapted 
from Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002) included Likert scale questions that covered some well-
known reading strategies; however, it is likely that some essential strategies were omitted from 
the survey, whereas some of the strategies that were included were not relevant to the 
participants. Further research could improve this survey by considering the preferred reading 
strategies by certain learners or learners with different cultural backgrounds and then designing 
the instrument based on this information. 
Lastly, the findings of this study were connected to first and second language speakers of 
Arabic; thus, the results may not be generalized to speakers of dissimilar languages. Indeed, it is 
recommended for future research to investigate expected differences between speakers of 
different languages in terms of reading strategy use. In addition, future research may go further 
to investigate the differences between speakers of L1s that are orthographically similar to Arabic 
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and those whose L1s are orthographically dissimilar to Arabic in order to examine any possible 
affects that L1s may have on L2 reading, similar to the positive relationship found by August, 
Calderon, and Carlo (2002) between Spanish reading comprehension and English reading 
comprehension. 
5.3. Conclusion and Implications 
 Regardless of the limitations mentioned above, this research has provided evidence about 
the reading strategies used by native and non-native speakers of Arabic when reading academic 
Arabic texts. In addition, the findings have confirmed similarities and dissimilarities between the 
two groups in terms of reading strategy use. Therefore, this research has implications for 
educational practices and studies that will be done in the future. 
 First of all, the results revealed that both native and non-native speakers of Arabic are 
frequently using reading strategies when reading in Arabic since the mean scores for all three 
types were above 3. Another similarity between the two groups was that both native and non-
native speakers used Problem-solving strategies the most. This is an interesting finding that 
needs to be pursued in future research. An interesting question here is whether the higher use of 
Problem-based strategies by both groups is coincidental or whether it is related to specific 
orthographic and linguistic features of Arabic which prompt the reader to use Problem-solving 
strategies in processing the Arabic text and making meaning of it. 
 Second, the findings also showed differences between native and non-native speakers 
which were found in their second and third most used type of strategies as well as in the 
employment of specific individual strategies of each type. These differences also deserve 
attention because they carry implications for both reading research and pedagogy. For instance, 
if we make the assumption that native speakers of Arabic are more effective readers than non-
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native speakers, then it is logical to identify the strategies that are preferred by native speakers 
and help non-native speakers develop effective use of these same strategies. It is also possible 
that some strategies are more suited to L1 readers and other strategies are more helpful to L2 
readers. However, to be more scientifically informed in making such decisions, it is important to 
identify through empirical research reading strategies associated with effective native speakers of 
Arabic and reading strategies associated with effective non-native speakers of Arabic. 
Moreover, such empirical findings can then be used in first and second language 
classrooms in order to facilitate students’ reading comprehension. Education policy makers can 
use these findings to create training courses and workshops that will help students improve their 
reading skills in general and reading strategies in particular. Learners may be trained on how to 
use them when facing reading comprehension difficulties. In addition, language teachers can 
benefit from emphasizing certain types of reading strategies, such as Global, Problem-solving, 
and Support strategies.  
If teachers are informed about the effectiveness of certain reading strategies in native and 
non-native use, they can also encourage their students to apply some of these strategies when 
working independently by providing appropriate tasks that can be done by individual learners 
either in class or at home. This insight may be consistent with Barnett (1988), who argued that 
better readers were those who had a more effective use of reading strategies. This finding led 
him to argue that training in reading skills can improve students’ reading comprehension. Thus, 
his research raised the question about the importance of explicit teaching of reading strategies to 
students. 
 Likewise, reading strategies may be employed in order to help learners overcome reading 
comprehension difficulties, such as having dyslexia and low motivation, among many others. 
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Specifically, reading comprehension could be developed by training students in the use of 
effective reading strategies rather than only using traditional teaching methods, especially in the 
language classroom. For example, reading academic texts for specific purposes, as well as 
various reading purposes in everyday life may be mastered by being able to successfully use 
several reading strategies. 
 Overall, further research should examine various aspects not investigated in the present 
study including the differences in reading strategy use between L1 and L2 readers of languages 
other than Arabic, the transfer of reading strategies from the L1 to the L2, and the role of 
motivation as well as the cultural similarities and dissimilarities in reading strategy use. 
Investigating such topics may offer beneficial insights into the field of reading in general and 
into the process of second language reading comprehension in particular. 
 In conclusion, similarities and differences between first and second language learners in 
terms of reading strategy use are not always very clear. Because of the unique reading style of 
each individual, the number of possible reading strategies is endless. They provide opportunities 
for those needing to develop their reading comprehension skills, which have become crucial in 
recent times because of the enormous number of people studying abroad and learning new 
languages. In this sense, this study’s findings provide partial support for the results of previous 
research regarding the reading strategies most and least commonly used by native and non-native 
speakers, as well as the similarities and dissimilarities between these two groups.  
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APPENDIX A 
CONSENT FORM (In English) 
 
Dear participant, 
 
My name is Fahad Alolayan. I am a graduate student in the Department of Linguistics at 
Southern Illinois University, Carbondale. I am currently developing a research study as part of 
my Master’s Degree in Applied Linguistics and TESOL. In this study, I will investigate the use 
of reading strategies in Arabic by native and non-native speakers. The sample will include two 
different groups which are native and non-native speakers of Arabic. 
If you agree to participate in my study and you are a NATIVE speaker of Arabic, you 
will be asked to fill a questionnaire of 28 questions, and to provide demographic information 
about your (age, major in college, etc.). If you are a NON-NATIVE speaker of Arabic, you will 
be asked to fill a questionnaire of 30 questions, and to provide demographic information about 
your (age, nationality, native language, etc.), but you will not be asked about your name. It will 
take between 15 to 20 minutes to complete. All your responses will be confidential and 
anonymous. Your participation in the survey is VOLUNTARY. If you agree to take part in the 
investigation, you need to sign this form. However, if you change your mind, you may withdraw 
at any time without hesitation. 
The people who will have access to the data will be the thesis advisor, Dr. Charkova and 
I. After the study is completed, the raw data sheets will be destroyed. All possible steps will be 
taken to protect your identity. 
For additional information, you can contact me, Fahad Alolayan, Project Researcher, 
2998 W Sunset, Carbondale, IL, 62901, USA, tel.: (618) 303 6020, email: abuyazeed@siu.edu or 
Dr. Krassimira Charkova, Research Advisor, Department of Linguistics, Faner Building 3225 
SIUC, Carbondale, IL, 62901, Office tel.: (618) 453 6539 email: shakova@siu.edu. 
Thank you for your precious collaboration and assistance in this research.                                     
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
I have read the material above, and any question that I asked have been answered 
to my satisfaction. I understand a copy of this form will be made available to me for the 
relevant information and phone numbers. I realize that I may withdraw without penalty at 
any time. 
Name ________________                  Signature _____________________ 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the SIUC Human Subjects Committee. 
Questions concerning your rights as a participant in this research may be addressed to the 
Committee Chairperson, Office of Sponsored Projects Administration, Southern Illinois 
University, Carbondale, IL 62901-4709. Phone (618) 453-4533. E-mail siuhsc@siu.edu 
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 أخي المشترك,
أنا أخوك/ فهد العليان طالب في مرحلة الماجستير في قسم اللغويات في جامعة جنوب إلينوي في مدينة كاربونديل في الولايات 
الدراسة, سأركز على إكمال رسالة الماجستير في تخصص اللغويات التطبيقية. في هذه  -حاليًا  -المتحدة الأميريكية. أنا أعمل 
  على الاستراتيجيات المستخدمة عند القراءة باللغة العربية كلغة أولى وكلغة ثانية.
, فسيطلب منك الإجابة على استبيان لغتك الأصليةإذا كنت موافقا على المشاركة في هذا الاستبيان, وكانت اللغة العربية هي 
  شخصية حول (العمر, التخصص الجامعي, إلخ).سؤالا, وكذلك سيطلب منك بعض المعلومات ال 28يتضمن 
سؤالا, وكذلك سيطلب منك  30, فسيطلب منك الإجابة على استبيان يتضمن ليست لغتك الأصليةأما إذا كانت اللغة العربية 
 بعض المعلومات الشخصية حول (العمر, الجنسية, اللغة الأولى, إلخ). 
ا. جميع إجاباتك ستكون سرية ومجهولة المصدر. مشاركتك في هذا الاستبيان دقيقة تقريب 38إلى  15هذا الاستبيان سيستغرق 
ستكون تطوعية, وإذا كنت موافقا على المشاركة فيه فستقوم بالتوقيع على هذه الاستمارة. في حالة قمت بتغيير رأيك  فتستطيع 
 التوقف في أي وقت, ولن تتحمل أي مسؤولية تجاه ذلك.
ى هذه المعلومات هم أنا والمشرف على البحث د. شاركوفا. بعد أن أنتهي من جمع البيانات, الأشخاص الذين سيطلعون عل
 سأقوم بالتخلص من جميع المشاركات حفظا لخصوصية المشتركين.
  إذا كنت بحاجة لمزيد من المعلومات, تستطيع التواصل معي على العنوان التالي:
  :.let ,ASU ,10926 ,LI ,eladnobraC ,tesnuS W 8992 ,rehcraeseR tcejorP ,nayalolA dahaF
  ude.uis@deezayuba :liame ,0206 303 )816(1+ 
  التواصل مع المشرف على البحث على العنوان التالي: –أيضا  –تستطيع 
 5223 gnidliuB renaF ,scitsiugniL fo tnemtrapeD ,rosivdA hcraeseR ,avokrahC arimissarK .rD
 .ude.uis@avokahs :liame 9356 354 )816(1+ :.let eciffO ,10926 ,LI ,eladnobraC ,CUIS
 
  البحث.شكرا لك على تعاونك ومساعدتك في إكمال هذا 
 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -         
قمت بقراءة المعلومات أعلاه, وحصلت على إجابة مرضية لجميع الأسئلة التي كانت لدي. أعلم أنني سأحصل على نسخة من 
مارة وذلك لكي أحصل على المعلومات ذات الصلة, وأرقام الهواتف. أعلم أيضا أنني أستطيع التوقف عن الإجابة هذه الاست
 على الاستبيان في أي وقت دون تحمل أي مسؤولية. 
 الاسم _____________________________________            التوقيع ____________________
افقة عليه من قبل لجنة العينات الإنسانية في جامعة جنوب إلينوي في كاربونديل. إذا كانت لديك تمت مراجعة هذا البحث والمو
 أية أسئلة تتعلق بحقوقك كمشارك في الاستبيان, تستطيع التواصل مع رئيس اللجنة على العنوان التالي: 
-10926 LI ,eladnobraC ,ytisrevinU sionillI nrehtuoS ,noitartsinimdA stcejorP derosnopS fo eciffO
 ude.uis@cshuis liam-E .3354-354 )816( enohP .9074
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY ADMINISTERED TO NATIVE SPEAKERS (In English) 
Dear Participant, 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to answer this questionnaire. I would like to 
inform you that this is not a test or any other kind of evaluation. However, your answers are 
essential for my research, which examines the use of strategies in reading in Arabic by native 
and non-native speakers. Please, be assured that your answers are completely anonymous. 
Finally, it is important to get responses that are completed and truthful. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
PART ONE 
Demographic Information 
1.  Age:_____________________________________________________                
2.  Current major in college:_____________________________________________ 
Rank in college:   Graduate:____        Undergraduate:__________________ 
Academic year:  (1
st
 year ____    2
nd
 year ____    3
rd
 year ____    4
th
 year ____) 
________________________________________________________________ 
3. Circle all types of written materials that you read in Arabic and add the ones that are not  
     included. 
 
a) Academic books and articles 
b) Novels and poetry 
c) Newspapers and magazines 
d) The Quran 
e) Other _________________________________________________________ 
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PART TWO 
The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the various strategies you use 
when you read school-related academic materials in Arabic (e.g., reading textbooks for 
homework or examinations, reading journal articles, etc.). Each statement is followed by five 
numbers, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. After reading each statement, circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) 
which applies to you. Note that there are no right or wrong responses to any of the items on 
this survey. 
 
 
Strategy 
 N
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a
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S
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et
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5
0
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U
su
a
ll
y
 
A
lw
a
y
s 
1. I have a purpose in mind when I read. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. I take notes while reading to help me 
understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I think about what I know to help me 
understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I take an overall view of the text to see what it 
is about before reading it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 
help me understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. I think about whether the content of the text 
fits my reading purpose. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. I read slowly and carefully to make sure I 
understand what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. I review the text first by noting its 
characteristics like length and organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. I try to get back on track when I lose my 
focus. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I underline or circle information in the text to 
help me remember it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I adjust my reading speed according to what I 
am reading 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. When reading, I decide what to read closely 
and what to ignore. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I use reference materials (e.g., a dictionary) to 
help me understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. When text becomes difficult, I pay close 
attention to what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15.  I use tables, figures, and pictures, in text to 
increase my understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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16. I stop from time to time and think about what 
I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. I use context clues to help me better 
understand what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. I paraphrase (restate in my own words) to 
better understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I try to picture or visualize information to 
help me remember what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. I use text features like boldface to identify 
key information. 
1 2 3 4 5 
21. I critically analyze and evaluate the 
information presented in the text. 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. I go back and forth in the text to find 
relationships among ideas in it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. I check my information when I come across 
new information. 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. I try to guess what the content of the text is 
about when I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. When text becomes difficult, I reread it to 
increase my understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. I ask myself questions I like to have answered 
in the text. 
1 2 3 4 5 
27. I check to see if my guesses about the text are 
right or wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown 
words or phrases. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Copyright © (2002) by the National Center for Developmental Education, Appalachian State 
University, Boone, NC. Reprinted with permission from Mokhtari, K., & Sheorey, R. (2002). 
Measuring ESL students’ reading strategies. Journal of Developmental Education,25(3), 2-10. 
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 أخي المشارك في الاستبيان,
أتقدم بشكري الجزيل لك على أخذك من وقتك لإجابة هذا الاستبيان. أود أن أؤكد لك أن هذا الاستبيان لايعتبر اختبارا لقدراتك  في البداية,
ا أو معلومات. بالرغم من ذلك, إجاباتك مهمة جدا لبحثي, والذي هو بعنوان: "طرق القراءة باللغة العربية المستخدمة من قبل المتحدثين به
  أو كلغة ثانية". تأكد أن إجاباتك ستعامل بسرية تامة, ولن تستخدم في غير الأغراض البحثية.كلغة أولى, 
  على إجابة كاملة, ودقيقة. -قدر المستطاع  -أخيرا, من المهم الحصول  
 أشكر لك تعاونك, وجزيت خيًرا.
 _____________________________________________________________
 الجزء الأول
  علومات شخصيةم
  العمر: ____________ -1
  تخصصك الدراسي (في الجامعة):_____________ -2
  المستوى الدراسي:  جامعي (     )     دراسات عليا (     ) -
  السنة الأكاديمية:  الأولى (     )          الثانية (     )          الثالثة (     )          الرابعة (     ) -
  جميع أنواع المواد المقروءة التي تقرؤها عادة باللغة العربية, واكتب الأنواع التي لم تذكر فيما يلي:اختر -3
 أ)الكتب والمقالات العلمية
 ب)الروايات والشعر
 ج)الصحف والمجلات
 د)القرآن الكريم
 هـ)أخرى:______________
 
 الجزء الثاني
 استبيان حول طرق القراءة باللغة العربية
من هذه الاستبانة هو جمع المعلومات حول الطرق المختلفة التي تستخدمها عندما تقرأ نصوًصا أكاديمية باللغة العربية (كقراءة الهدف 
الكتب من أجل آداء الواجبات, أو المذاكرة للامتحانات, أو المجلات العلمية, أو المقالات, إلخ). كل فقرة من الفقرات التالية متبوعة 
  . كل ما عليك هو اختيار الرقم المناسب.5-4-3-2-1بخمسة أرقام 
 
ملاحظة: ليس هناك إجابة صحيحة أو إجابة خاطئة لأي فقرة من الفقرات الواردة في هذا الاستبيان. فقط ضع دائرة حول الفقرة التي 
  .ترى أنها الأقرب لحالتك
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أفعل ذلك 
 دائما
 
أفعل ذلك 
 عادة
أفعل ذلك 
أحيانا, 
وبنسبة 
  %50
 
ذلك أفعل 
بين فترة 
 وأخرى
 
لا أفعل ذلك 
 إطلاقا
 
 
 الطريقة
  يكون لي هدف عندما أقرأ.-1 1 2 3 4 5
  أقوم بكتابة بعض الملحوظات لمساعدتي في الفهم.-2 1 2 3 4 5
أستحضر بعض المعلومات التي أعرفها مسبقا حول الموضوع -3 1 2 3 4 5
 كي تساعدني في فهم النص.
  عامة حول الموضوع لأعرف ماهيته قبل أن أقرأه.أقوم بنظرة -4 1 2 3 4 5
  عندما يصعب علي الفهم, أقرؤ بصوت مرتفع كي أفهم النص.-5 1 2 3 4 5
أفكر فيما إذا كان النص الذي أقرؤه يفيدني في غرضي من -6 1 2 3 4 5
 القراءة.
  أقرؤ ببطء وبعناية لأتأكد من فهمي للنص.-7 1 2 3 4 5
أحاول استعراض النص من حيث الطول, والتقسيم قبل أن -8 1 2 3 4 5
 أقرأه. 
  أحاول أن أراجع النص في كل مرة أفقد فيها التركيز.-9 1 2 3 4 5
أضع خًطا أو دائرة حول المعلومات المهمة في النص كي -11 1 2 3 4 5
 أستطيع أن أتذكرها.
نوعية النص الذي أحاول التحكم بسرعة القراءة بناء على -11 1 2 3 4 5
 أقرؤه, ومدى صعوبته.
عندما أقرأ, أحدد الأجزاء التي أقرؤها بعناية, والأجزاء التي -21 1 2 3 4 5
 أهملها.
  أستخدم بعض المراجع (كالقاموس) لمساعدتي في فهم النص.-31 1 2 3 4 5
عندما أحس بصعوبة النص, أحاول التركيز أكثر كي أستطيع -41 1 2 3 4 5
  أفهم.أن 
أستخدم الجداول, والرسوم البيانية, والصور التي ترد في -51 1 2 3 4 5
 النص لتزيد من نسبة استيعابي لما أقرأ.
أتوقف بين فترة وأخرى خلال القراءة لأفكر في النص الذي -61 1 2 3 4 5
 أقرؤه.
أستخدم السياق, والقرائن التي ترد في النص لتساعدني في -71 1 2 3 4 5
 فهمه.
  أعيد صياغة النص باستخدام مفرداتي الخاصة لكي أفهم.-81 1 2 3 4 5
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أفعل ذلك 
 دائما
 
أفعل ذلك 
 عادة
أفعل ذلك 
أحيانا, 
وبنسبة 
  %50
 
أفعل ذلك 
بين فترة 
 وأخرى
 
لا أفعل ذلك 
 إطلاقا
 
 
 الطريقة
أحاول أن أتصور وأتخيل بعض المعلومات لكي أستطيع -91 1 2 3 4 5
 تذكرها.
أستخدم بعض الميزات التي في النص (كالخطوط العريضة) -12 1 2 3 4 5
 لأتعرف على المعلومات الأساسية.
  أقوم بتحليل وتقييم المعلومات الواردة في النص.-12 1 2 3 4 5
أراجع بعض المعلومات التي وردت في النص مسبًقا كي -22 1 2 3 4 5
 أستطيع الربط بين الأفكار.
أحاول التأكد من معلوماتي السابقة حين أقرؤ معلومات -32 1 2 3 4 5
 جديدة.
عندما أقرأ, أحاول أن أخمن محتوى النص, وماذا يهدف أن -42 1 2 3 4 5
 يوصل إلى القارئ.
عندما أواجه صعوبة في قراءة النص, أقوم بقراءته مرة ثانية -52 1 2 3 4 5
 لكي أفهمه.
أثناء القراءة, وأحاول أن أجد إجاباتها في أسأل نفسي أسئلة -62 1 2 3 4 5
 النص.
أحاول أن أتأكد ما إذا كان توقعاتي حول موضوع النص -72 1 2 3 4 5
 صواًبا أم خًطأ.
عندما أقرأ, أحاول تخمين معاني بعض الكلمات أو -82 1 2 3 4 5
 المصطلحات التي لا أعرفها.
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY ADMINISTERED TO NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS (In English) 
Dear Participant, 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to answer this questionnaire. I would like to 
inform you that this is not a test or any other kind of evaluation. However, your answers are 
essential for my research, which examines the use of strategies in reading in Arabic by native 
and non-native speakers. Please, be assured that your answers are completely anonymous. 
Finally, it is important to get responses that are completed and truthful. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
                                                  
PART TWO 
Demographic Information 
1. Age:_____________________________________________________                
2. Nationality:________________________________________________ 
3. First Language :______________________________________________ 
4. Length of stay in Saudi Arabia:_________________________________        
5. Years in studying Arabic:_____________________________________ 
6. Your main reasons for learning Arabic. Please circle and rank all that apply. 
 
 
Reason 
 
Rank 
1-4 
a) to get a better job  
b) to be able to communicate with Arabic speaking people  
c) to read the Quran  
 
d) Other _________________ 
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7. Current major in college:_______________________________________ 
8. Rank in college:   Graduate:____        Undergraduate:__________________ 
9. Academic year:  (1st year ____    2nd year ____    3rd year ____    4th year ____) 
10. Circle all types of written materials that you read in Arabic and add the ones that are not 
included. 
 
a) Academic books and articles 
b) Novels and poetry 
c) Newspapers and magazines 
d) The Quran 
e) Other _________________________________________________________ 
 
11. On a scale from 1 to 10, rate your proficiency in the Arabic language. Please circle a 
rating for each of the language skills listed.  
Language skill  Low Proficiency  High Proficiency  
Listening 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Speaking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Writing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
PART TWO 
SURVEY OF READING STRATEGIES 
 
 The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the various strategies you use 
when you read school-related academic materials in Arabic (e.g., reading textbooks for 
homework or examinations, reading journal articles, etc.). Each statement is followed by five 
numbers, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. After reading each statement, circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) 
which applies to you. Note that there are no right or wrong responses to any of the items on 
this survey. 
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1. I have a purpose in mind when I read. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. I take notes while reading to help me 
understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I think about what I know to help me 
understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I take an overall view of the text to see what it 
is about before reading it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 
help me understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. I think about whether the content of the text 
fits my reading purpose. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. I read slowly and carefully to make sure I 
understand what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. I review the text first by noting its 
characteristics like length and organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. I try to get back on track when I lose my 
focus. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I underline or circle information in the text to 
help me remember it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I adjust my reading speed according to what I 
am reading 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. When reading, I decide what to read closely 
and what to ignore. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I use reference materials (e.g., a dictionary) to 
help me understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. When text becomes difficult, I pay close 
attention to what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15.  I use tables, figures, and pictures, in text to 
increase my understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. I stop from time to time and think about what 
I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. I use context clues to help me better 
understand what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. I paraphrase (restate in my own words) to 
better understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I try to picture or visualize information to 
help me remember what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. I use text features like boldface to identify 
key information. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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21. I critically analyze and evaluate the 
information presented in the text. 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. I go back and forth in the text to find 
relationships among ideas in it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. I check my information when I come across 
new information. 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. I try to guess what the content of the text is 
about when I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. When text becomes difficult, I reread it to 
increase my understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. I ask myself questions I like to have answered 
in the text. 
1 2 3 4 5 
27. I check to see if my guesses about the text are 
right or wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown 
words or phrases. 
1 2 3 4 5 
29. When reading, I translate from Arabic into 
my native language. 
1 2 3 4 5 
30. When reading, I think about information in 
both Arabic and my mother tongue. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Copyright © (2002) by the National Center for Developmental Education, Appalachian State 
University, Boone, NC. Reprinted with permission from Mokhtari, K., & Sheorey, R. (2002). 
Measuring ESL students’ reading strategies. Journal of Developmental Education,25(3), 2-10. 
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 )cibarA nI( SREKAEPS EVITAN-NON OT DERETSINIMDA YEVRUS
  المشارك في الاستبيان,أخي 
اتك في البداية, أتقدم بشكري الجزيل لك على أخذك من وقتك لإجابة هذا الاستبيان. أود أن أؤكد لك أن هذا الاستبيان لايعتبر اختبارا لقدر
من قبل المتحدثين بها  أو معلومات. بالرغم من ذلك, إجاباتك مهمة جدا لبحثي, والذي هو بعنوان: "طرق القراءة باللغة العربية المستخدمة
 كلغة أولى, أو كلغة ثانية". تأكد أن إجاباتك ستعامل بسرية تامة, ولن تستخدم في غير الأغراض البحثية.
  على إجابة كاملة, ودقيقة. -قدر المستطاع  -أخيرا, من المهم الحصول  
  .أشكر لك تعاونك, وجزيت خيًرا
 _____________________________________________________________
 الجزء الأول
 معلومات شخصية
  العمر: ____________ -1
  الجنسية:___________ -2
  اللغة الأولى:___________ -3
  المدة التي قضيتها في السعودية:_____________   -4
  ___________المدة التي قضيتها في دراسة اللغة العربية:_ -5
  :الأسباب الرئيسية لتعلمك اللغة العربية: ضع دائرة حول الأسباب, ثم قم بتقييمها من بين الأسباب الأخرى فيما يلي -6
 التقييم
  4-1
 
 السبب
 
 أ)للحصول على فرص عمل أفضل 
 ب)لكي تستطيع التواصل مع المتحدثين باللغة العربية 
  القرآن الكريمج)لكي تكون قادرا على قراءة  
  
 د)سبب آخر:________________________
 
  تخصصك الدراسي (في الجامعة):_____________ -7
  المستوى الدراسي:  جامعي (     )     دراسات عليا (     ) -
  الرابعة (     )السنة الأكاديمية:  الأولى (     )          الثانية (     )          الثالثة (     )           -
  اختر جميع أنواع المواد المقروءة التي تقرؤها عادة باللغة العربية, واكتب الأنواع التي لم تذكر فيما يلي:-8
 أ)الكتب والمقالات العلمية
 ب)الروايات والشعر
 ج)الصحف والمجلات
 د)القرآن الكريم
 هـ)أخرى:_______________________
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لكل مهارة من المهارات الواردة في الجدول  11إلى  1اللغة العربية؟ من فضلك قم باختيار أحد الأرقام من كيف تقيم مهاراتك في -9
 التالي. ضع دائرة حول الرقم الذي ترى أنه يتناسب مع مستوى تمكنك من تلك المهارة.
 
 المهارة اللغوية كـفاءة ضعـيفة  كـفاءة عالـية 
 
 الاستماع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11
 
 المحادثة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11
 
 القراءة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11
 
 الكتابة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11
 
 
 الجزء الثاني
 استبيان حول طرق القراءة باللغة العربية
العربية (كقراءة الهدف من هذه الاستبانة هو جمع المعلومات حول الطرق المختلفة التي تستخدمها عندما تقرأ نصوًصا أكاديمية باللغة 
الكتب من أجل آداء الواجبات, أو المذاكرة للامتحانات, أو المجلات العلمية, أو المقالات, إلخ). كل فقرة من الفقرات التالية متبوعة 
  . كل ما عليك هو اختيار الرقم المناسب5-4-3-2-1بخمسة أرقام 
 
ملاحظة: ليس هناك إجابة صحيحة أو إجابة خاطئة لأي فقرة من الفقرات الواردة في هذا الاستبيان. فقط ضع دائرة حول الفقرة التي 
  .ترى أنها الأقرب لحالتك
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 الطريقة
  يكون لي هدف عندما أقرأ.-1 1 2 3 4 5
  بكتابة بعض الملحوظات لمساعدتي في الفهم. أقوم-2 1 2 3 4 5
أستحضر بعض المعلومات التي أعرفها مسبقا حول الموضوع -3 1 2 3 4 5
 كي تساعدني في فهم النص.
  أقوم بنظرة عامة حول الموضوع لأعرف ماهيته قبل أن أقرأه.-4 1 2 3 4 5
  النص.عندما يصعب علي الفهم, أقرؤ بصوت مرتفع كي أفهم -5 1 2 3 4 5
أفكر فيما إذا كان النص الذي أقرؤه يفيدني في غرضي من -6 1 2 3 4 5
 القراءة.
  أقرؤ ببطء وبعناية لأتأكد من فهمي للنص.-7 1 2 3 4 5
أحاول استعراض النص من حيث الطول, والتقسيم قبل أن -8 1 2 3 4 5
 أقرأه. 
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 الطريقة
  أحاول أن أراجع النص في كل مرة أفقد فيها التركيز.-9 1 2 3 4 5
أضع خًطا أو دائرة حول المعلومات المهمة في النص كي -11 1 2 3 4 5
 أستطيع أن أتذكرها.
على نوعية النص الذي  أحاول التحكم بسرعة القراءة بناء-11 1 2 3 4 5
 أقرؤه, ومدى صعوبته.
عندما أقرأ, أحدد الأجزاء التي أقرؤها بعناية, والأجزاء التي -21 1 2 3 4 5
 أهملها.
  أستخدم بعض المراجع (كالقاموس) لمساعدتي في فهم النص.-31 1 2 3 4 5
عندما أحس بصعوبة النص, أحاول التركيز أكثر كي أستطيع -41 1 2 3 4 5
  أفهم. أن
أستخدم الجداول, والرسوم البيانية, والصور التي ترد في -51 1 2 3 4 5
 النص لتزيد من نسبة استيعابي لما أقرأ.
أتوقف بين فترة وأخرى خلال القراءة لأفكر في النص الذي -61 1 2 3 4 5
 أقرؤه.
أستخدم السياق, والقرائن التي ترد في النص لتساعدني في -71 1 2 3 4 5
 فهمه.
  أعيد صياغة النص باستخدام مفرداتي الخاصة لكي أفهم.-81 1 2 3 4 5
أحاول أن أتصور وأتخيل بعض المعلومات لكي أستطيع -91 1 2 3 4 5
 تذكرها.
أستخدم بعض الميزات التي في النص (كالخطوط العريضة) -12 1 2 3 4 5
 لأتعرف على المعلومات الأساسية.
  بتحليل وتقييم المعلومات الواردة في النص.أقوم -12 1 2 3 4 5
أراجع بعض المعلومات التي وردت في النص مسبًقا كي -22 1 2 3 4 5
 أستطيع الربط بين الأفكار.
أحاول التأكد من معلوماتي السابقة حين أقرؤ معلومات -32 1 2 3 4 5
 جديدة.
وماذا يهدف أن عندما أقرأ, أحاول أن أخمن محتوى النص, -42 1 2 3 4 5
 يوصل إلى القارئ.
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 الطريقة
عندما أواجه صعوبة في قراءة النص, أقوم بقراءته مرة ثانية -52 1 2 3 4 5
 لكي أفهمه.
أثناء القراءة, وأحاول أن أجد إجاباتها في  أسأل نفسي أسئلة-62 1 2 3 4 5
 النص.
أحاول أن أتأكد ما إذا كان توقعاتي حول موضوع النص -72 1 2 3 4 5
 صواًبا أم خًطأ.
عندما أقرأ, أحاول تخمين معاني بعض الكلمات أو -82 1 2 3 4 5
 المصطلحات التي لا أعرفها.
  إلى لغتي الأصيلة لكي أفهم.عندما أقرأ, أترجم من العربية -92 1 2 3 4 5
عندما أقرأ بعض المعلومات الواردة في النص, أحاول أن -13 1 2 3 4 5
 أفكر باللغة العربية وكذلك بلغتي الأصلية.
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APPENDIX D 
SURVEY OF READING STRATEGIES 
WITH SUBSCALE CODINGS 
 
The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the various strategies you use when 
you read school-related academic materials in Arabic (e.g., reading textbooks for homework 
or examinations, reading journal articles, etc.). Each statement is followed by five numbers, 1, 2, 
3, 4, and 5. After reading each statement, circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which applies to 
you. Note that there are no right or wrong responses to any of the items on this survey. 
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GLOB 1. I have a purpose in mind when I read. 1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 2. I take notes while reading to help me 
understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 3. I think about what I know to help me 
understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 4. I take an overall view of the text to see what it 
is about before reading it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 5. When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 
help me understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 6. I think about whether the content of the text 
fits my reading purpose. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 7. I read slowly and carefully to make sure I 
understand what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 8. I review the text first by noting its 
characteristics like length and organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 9. I try to get back on track when I lose my 
focus. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 10. I underline or circle information in the text to 
help me remember it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 11. I adjust my reading speed according to what I 
am reading 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 12. When reading, I decide what to read closely 
and what to ignore. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 13. I use reference materials (e.g., a dictionary) to 
help me understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 14. When text becomes difficult, I pay close 
attention to what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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GLOB 15.  I use tables, figures, and pictures, in text to 
increase my understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 16. I stop from time to time and think about what 
I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 17. I use context clues to help me better 
understand what I am reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 18. I paraphrase (restate in my own words) to 
better understand what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 19. I try to picture or visualize information to 
help me remember what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 20. I use text features like boldface to identify 
key information. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 21. I critically analyze and evaluate the 
information presented in the text. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 22. I go back and forth in the text to find 
relationships among ideas in it. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 23. I check my information when I come across 
new information. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 24. I try to guess what the content of the text is 
about when I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 25. When text becomes difficult, I reread it to 
increase my understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 26. I ask myself questions I like to have answered 
in the text. 
1 2 3 4 5 
GLOB 27. I check to see if my guesses about the text are 
right or wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 
PROB 28. When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown 
words or phrases. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 29. When reading, I translate from Arabic into 
my native language. 
1 2 3 4 5 
SUP 30. When reading, I think about information in 
both Arabic and my mother tongue. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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